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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 5:14:00 PM

Thanks for your review, Yolanda. 1 just took a look and this is fine with me.

David

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:56 PM

To: Yogi, David

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

David, the project approach looks good. Please confirm with Freya that you agree.

| called Miranda to confirm that the hours for Dr. Wells and Markus to participate in EPA-led in-
person meeting include time to coordinate with DAAC before and after the meeting. | did
dramatically under-estimate the hours in the TD for this activity (1a) as well as participating in a
possible follow-up remote meeting (2a). SORRY! | do think the Skeo estimated hours for these
activities are a little high; but, nothing to push back on.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
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Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
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Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Yoai, David

To: Yolanda Sanchez; Freya Margand (Margand.Freya@epa.gov); Conley, Tina
Cc: Cooper, Viola

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 5:15:00 PM

Hi Freya,

This approach is fine with me. Please feel free to move ahead with approval process. Thanks!

David

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 41 five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4t meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.
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Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4this rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive

for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
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Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Margand. Freya

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yodqi. David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 5:09:06 AM

Hi Miranda.

David, Yolanda and | are all fine with your approach to Task Order #1 directive R9 #21 Del Amo —
Montrose Five Year Review. Please proceed with the work under the directive.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 7:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227
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From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 41 five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the
May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
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Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4this rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Margand. Freya

To: Yoai, David; Yolanda Sanchez; Conley, Tina

Cc: Cooper, Viola

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 5:10:54 AM

Thanks David.

From: Yogi, David

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 8:15 PM

To: Yolanda Sanchez; Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina

Cc: Cooper, Viola

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Freya,
This approach is fine with me. Please feel free to move ahead with approval process. Thanks!

David

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=4A4D59F255F848EAAC084AAF92C9F21F-MARGAND, FREYA

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:yolanda.sanchez98@gmail.com

mailto:Conley.Tina@epa.gov

mailto:Cooper.Viola@epa.gov

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

http://www.skeo.com/

mailto:Margand.Freya@epa.gov



Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify — the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.

Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional
th
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information is forthcoming. However, given May 4 is rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David; Ana Vargas

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 2:06:02 PM

We are bringing our own projector and computer. Ana, can you please confirm that the hotel is
okay with that? But, we still need a projector screen!

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 4:10 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David; Ana Vargas

Subject: Re: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda, Ana is reserving the room and plans to confirm that the phone line is working
well for the meeting. Ana, could you also confirm for Yolanda that it is ok for EPA to bring and
use their own projector?

Per the TD, | have also scheduled a prep call with Cynthia, Markus and Dr. Wells this Friday.
Please let us know if you need anything else at this time to support this TD.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 5:09 AM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
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Hi Miranda.

David, Yolanda and | are all fine with your approach to Task Order #1 directive R9 #21 Del Amo —
Montrose Five Year Review. Please proceed with the work under the directive.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 7:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM
To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
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Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify — the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
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participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4this rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Margand. Freya

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodqi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02:31 AM

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the
May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
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and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:26:11 PM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

image003.png

Sorry for the delayed response. | haven’t heard back yet from the attorneys on what | can cover and
what | cannot. | am afraid that it will be a short and frustrating call unfortunately.

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03 AM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already occurred? If so,
would this include the results of the test? I'm trying to understand whether this call
would still be of value to DAAC and TASC. When Dana offered, | believe she was
referring to the 2-week Phase 2 tests, right?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia
<Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:
Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you know, | am
under court-ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can
only discuss Phase I. | doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification
from the attorneys about what | can say. Sorry. Cynthia
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415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia
Wetmore? Also, Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to
the the state folks and others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening
up the call to others? | suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but
she prefers to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the
only 2 hour block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>

Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
<JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck
<mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia Babich
<delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com”
<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional
Test with Cynthia Wetmore? | will send a calendar invite.
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Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:
Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have a 2:30 LA —SF
flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com|]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia
Wetmore next Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm.
Please let us know what time to works for you and we can reserve it on
our calendars.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Miranda Maupin
Cc: Yoqi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:24:07 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
Miranda,

On the call, Cynthia Wetmore will only be able to review the information she sent in the email. |
understand this review of the Phase 1 testing may not have been the intent of the meeting.
However, | don’t recall TASC every sending a meeting purpose. Please check with the stakeholders
on whether they would like to participate in this meeting.

I am available between 7-9 AM on Thursday at 602-758-0335.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Wetmore, Cynthia

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:26 PM
To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test

Sorry for the delayed response. | haven’t heard back yet from the attorneys on what | can cover and
what | cannot. | am afraid that it will be a short and frustrating call unfortunately.

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03 AM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia
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Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already occurred? If so,
would this include the results of the test? I'm trying to understand whether this call

would still be of value to DAAC and TASC. When Dana offered, | believe she was
referring to the 2-week Phase 2 tests, right?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia
<Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:
Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you know, | am
under court-ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can

only discuss Phase I. | doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification
from the attorneys about what | can say. Sorry. Cynthia

415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com|]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia
Wetmore? Also, Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to
the the state folks and others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening
up the call to others? I suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but
she prefers to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the
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only 2 hour block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>

Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
<JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck

<mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia Babich
<delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com”

<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional
Test with Cynthia Wetmore? | will send a calendar invite.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:
Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have a 2:30 LA —SF
flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia
Wetmore next Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm.
Please let us know what time to works for you and we can reserve it on
our calendars.
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Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoqi. David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 7:59:28 AM

It went okay. We did not talk about TASC support at all, nor did we discuss in-person meetings.

From: Yogi, David

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:49 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

How did it go today? Things have been well here in AZ. Good meeting last night and it rained
today!

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 18, 2015, at 8:24 PM, "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

On the call, Cynthia Wetmore will only be able to review the information she sent in
the email. | understand this review of the Phase 1 testing may not have been the
intent of the meeting. However, | don’t recall TASC every sending a meeting purpose.
Please check with the stakeholders on whether they would like to participate in this
meeting.

I am available between 7-9 AM on Thursday at 602-758-0335.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Wetmore, Cynthia

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:26 PM
To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test

Sorry for the delayed response. | haven’t heard back yet from the attorneys on what |
can cover and what | cannot. | am afraid that it will be a short and frustrating call
unfortunately.
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03 AM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already
occurred? If so, would this include the results of the test? I'm trying to
understand whether this call would still be of value to DAAC and TASC.
When Dana offered, | believe she was referring to the 2-week Phase 2

tests, right?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia
<Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:
Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you
know, | am under court-ordered confidentiality order about this function
testing and at this point can only discuss Phase |. | doubt we need 2 hours
to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification from the attorneys about what |

can say. Sorry. Cynthia

<image002.png>

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105

415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test
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Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for
Cynthia Wetmore? Also, Cynthia Babich just requested that we
extend the invite to the the state folks and others on the pCBSA
list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? |
suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but she prefers
to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in.
This is the only 2 hour block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda™ <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James
Wells <JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck

<mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia Babich
<delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com”

<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the
Functional Test with Cynthia Wetmore? | will send a calendar
invite.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have
a 2:30 LA — SF flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com|]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM
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To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich;
dcapjane@aol.com

Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with
Cynthia Wetmore next Thursday, March 19th anytime
between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know what time to
works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Miranda Maupin; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi. David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test

Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:50:05 AM
Attachments: image002.png

Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you know, | am under court-
ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can only discuss Phase I. |
doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification from the attorneys about what |

can say. Sorry. Cynthia

".-;:,: 1?

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105

(415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia Wetmore? Also,
Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to the the state folks and
others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? |
suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but she prefers to invite folks to join
the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda | know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the only 2 hour
block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda™ <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
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Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
<JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>,
Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com”

<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional Test with
Cynthia Wetmore? | will send a calendar invite.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
wrote:

Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have a 2:30 LA — SF flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia Wetmore next
Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know what
time to works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoai, David; Margand. Freya

Subject: RE: pCBSA meetings moving forward
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:09:52 PM
Attachments: TD R9 #20 Del Amo Montrose draft .docx

Please ignore the last attachment and review this one and the questions below.

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:38 AM
To: Yogi, David; Margand, Freya

Subject: FW: pCBSA meetings moving forward

David/Freya,
Attached is a draft TD for supporting the pCBSA discussions moving forward for the Del Amo &
Montrose Superfund sites (OU3). (David, Freya suggested a brand new TD and let the email

supporting the Feb 17t Webinar stand as the record for that work).

| have a few questions:
e Canlhave hoursinthe TD?
e Canlshare this language with DAAC (even with the hours)?
e What are you considering deliverables? There seem to be a lot of fluff listed that don’t
seem like a “tangible item” to me. How are you defining deliverables?
e Do we have to ask for a project approach, etc from Skeo? If | can make the TD pretty
straight-forward, | don’t think we need the project approach from Skeo.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:05 AM
To: Margand, Freya

Cc: Conley, Tina

Subject: RE: pCBSA meetings moving forward

Got it: The cheese stands alone. Please let Skeo know, because Miranda keeps asking ©

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:04 AM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Conley, Tina

Subject: RE: pCBSA meetings moving forward
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #20 Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Raymond Chavira                  Phone: 415-947-4218


CIC:    Yolanda Sanchez                   Phone: 415-972-3880


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  








Following is the support needed from the Skeo Solutions:


[bookmark: _GoBack]


1) Support one pCBSA meeting (with in-person and remote participation, up to four hours) before June 2015:


a. Communicating/coordinating over the telephone with community prior to pCBSA meeting to develop meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities (up to five hours).


b. Coordinating between all stakeholder participants in order to schedule a meeting dates and gather appropriate materials prior to meetings.


c. Identifying and obtaining/procuring meeting space (both physical and ability to support remote participation).  Meeting space should: be in the Los Angeles area; accommodate 25 people; be available from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm PT; and be arranged in a manner that facilitates dialogue among participants. AV equipment is needed to facilitate participation from those unavailable to meet in person.  


d. Having Skeo staff participate, in order to take meeting notes.  Skeo will develop draft notes and solicit response from participants (giving 2 full business weeks).  Skeo will develop near-final notes, deliver near-final notes to participants with appropriate supplementary materials, and solicit approval from each stakeholder group.  





2) Technical expert participation in pCBSA meeting:


a. Having Skeo technical expert(s) participate, in order to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. 


b. Having Skeo technical expert(s) participate remotely in pre-meeting discussions and debriefing discussions with the community following pCBSA meetings (up to eight hours).





3) Technical expert participation in EPA’s anti-degradation analysis meetings (up to three meetings, each up to three hours) before September 2015:


a. Having a Skeo technical expert participate, in order to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. 


b. Having a Skeo technical expert participate remotely in pre-meeting discussions and debriefing discussions with the community following pCBSA meetings (up to four hours per meeting).


c. Developing comments on EPA’s approach for the anti-degradaton analysis and comments on the draft anti-degradation analysis, if community requests a TASC response.














			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meetings (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability


2. Project approach and staffing for support under this TD: within seven days of scoping meeting


3. Meeting agenda (at least 5 business days prior to the meeting) and supplemental materials to support the agenda


4. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


5. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after December 15, 2014, meeting.


6. Meeting facility, conference call line, and/or webinar platform 


7. Meeting participation: in-person, December 15 and 16, 2014. 


8. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.


9. Draft meeting notes, near-final meeting notes, and final meeting notes


10. TASC comments of EPA’s anti-degradation analysis approach, if the community requests a TASC response








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature:  Freya Margand Date:                                                            


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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I think I’d like to let the e-mail stand alone. | don’t want to issue TDs with completed work. But
thanks for reminding me about the e-mail TD, | need to save that e-mail as a file (I'll name it
something like TD #19.1(e-mail).I'll send you the file when I've named it.

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:59 PM
To: Margand, Freya

Cc: Conley, Tina

Subject: RE: pCBSA meetings moving forward

If you prefer a new TD, then your wish is my command. However, how would you like me to capture

the work for the Feb 17" Webinar that was done under the email you sent? Would you like me to
amend #19 to capture the work done, include that work in the new TD, or just let the email stand
alone?

Yolanda
415-972-3880

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Conley, Tina

Subject: pCBSA meetings moving forward

Hi Yolanda.

| have a meeting with Crystal during your proposed time for the pCBSA meeting...not sure why the
meeting isn’t showing up since | proposed a new time and she accepted.

| went back and looked at TD #18 & #19. Since both TDs were for one meeting on a specific date, I'd
prefer to set up a new TD. If you’d like to have the new TD cover multiple meetings, then that is
fine; I'd need you to indicate the number of meetings you thought would be needed (probably in
terms of “up to Xnumber of meetings”). If you have any speculative dates, those should be included
with a disclaimer that the dates may change but the contractor will be notified. Also if there are any
new/changed support activities, please include them.

I’'ve attached a TD with the new TD number and the old information which can be edited.
Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

U.S. EPA

OSWER/OSRTI
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)





Washington DC 20460

(703) 603-8889






From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Cynthia Babich; Florence Gharibian

Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodi.
David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells

Subject: Re: Additional Montrose results

Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 4:37:38 PM

Attachments: image003.png

Sorry Florence, | thought | had you in the cc: list. Thanks, Cynthia W

From: Wetmore, Cynthia

Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2015 4:30 PM

To: Cynthia Babich

Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez,
Yolanda; Yogi, David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC;
James Wells

Subject: Additional Montrose results

Hi Cynthia,

EPA has recently received updated sampling results. After the last Phase | test sampling results came
back, Montrose elected to go back and re-sample the extraction wells, with EPA approval.

Montrose has tested the treatment system for a short duration three times, and all three results
had higher than anticipated influent pCBSA levels. The reason why is now apparent. Extraction well
UBA-EW-1 had increased pCBSA concentrations by a factor of nearly ten. This well is located on the
Montrose property and does not pose an immediate risk to the community.

However, it does mean that Montrose will need re-evaluate the pumping strategy in the short term
to minimize excessive pCBSA entering into the groundwater treatment system. This may lead to
adjustments in the pumping strategy. This type of adjustment is not uncommon especially since
design and construction has taken years. Groundwater moves and shifts, and changes in
concentrations are expected.

EPA will ensure that the revised pumping strategy will continue to support the ability of the system
to contain the contamination, stop the migration of the dissolved plume, and clean up the dissolved

plume as required in the ROD.

Thanks, Cyntia W.

TGRS Extraction pCBSA Concentration (ug/L)
Well Prior Result March 2015
UBA-EW-1 76,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 37,000 13,000
BF-EW-1 130,000 Not Yet
Sampled
BF-EW-2 100,000 56,000
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BF-EW-3 19,000 15,000
BF-EW-4 24,000 25,000
BF-EW-5 140,000 130,000
G-EwW-1 10,000 Not Yet

Sampled
G-EW-2 9,800 34,000
G-EW-3 3,700 4,800
G-EW-4 21,000 24,000

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059







From: Cynthia Babich

To: Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Elorence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;
Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov

Subject: Re: Additional Phase | testing

Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:35:13 PM

Until this issue is resolved please.
Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:

The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
was left out. We are working on this with Amy Kyle. No of PCBSA

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <\Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
wrote:

Hi Cynthia & Florence,

Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to

basically re-run the Phase | test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx

system. Asyou may recall, the purpose of Phase | is to demonstrate that

the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.

Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
maximum ozone production. The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.

Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
Phase | test two times. The first test will be the same as the previous
Phase | tests. However, the second test will be run with a changed
groundwater pumping rates. In my email last week about the recent
extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
extraction wells is significantly higher than expected. For the second
Phase | test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant. This influent
groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
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used in the design.

EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but | don’t think
that will last for very long. | may get a better handle on how much longer
pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
from that mid-GAC sample.

We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase |
tests. Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
test it for contaminants. EPA will approve that the treated water will be

re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).

-Cynthia W.

<image002.png>

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

<HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf>






From: Cynthia Babich

To: Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Elorence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;
Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov

Subject: Re: Additional Phase | testing

Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:28:12 PM

The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor was left out.
We are working on this with Amy Kyle. No of PCBSA

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Cynthia & Florence,

Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to basically re-
run the Phase | test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx system. As you may
recall, the purpose of Phase | is to demonstrate that the HiPOx system can achieve the
full range of ozone production, which it did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.

Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that 60 minutes
was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow maximum ozone
production. The manufacturer recommended to warm-up the HiPOx system by
recycling water over and over again through the HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L
maximum ozone level is achieved.

Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the Phase | test two
times. The first test will be the same as the previous Phase | tests. However, the
second test will be run with a changed groundwater pumping rates. In my email last
week about the recent extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
extraction wells is significantly higher than expected. For the second Phase | test,
Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e. lower the extraction rate
in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA
concentration wells) to result in an overall lower pCBSA concentration into the
treatment plant. This influent groundwater concentration is closer to the influent
pCBSA concentrations used in the design.

EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we are with the
pPCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank after both GAC units
have been non-detect for pCBSA, but | don’t think that will last for very long. | may get
a better handle on how much longer pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect
after seeing the results from that mid-GAC sample.

We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase | tests. Montrose
will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to test it for contaminants. EPA
will approve that the treated water will be re-injected, only if the levels are below or
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meet the reinjection standards identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).

-Cynthia W.

<image002.png>

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

<HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf>






From: Cynthia Babich

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yoai, David; Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:47:40 PM

Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members can participate as they care to.
DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the SKEO process with EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.
Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she could be helpful in translating (in a
digestible form) the communities needs.

Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as well.

I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue to make decisions not in favor of
our needs. | am weary of these type of calls.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about a field somewnhere, people would come

from everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and
the water flowing between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would
marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The people would marvel at
all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it
precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the
greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and
to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow
know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in
diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let us know. If you feel
compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please ensure your actions have good intention,
are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

The table is super helpful!l After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,

Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need to
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issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been serving
as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, | envision
Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical

advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of course,
Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

e Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both Markus
and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

e One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions.
With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.
Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think 1 would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community
needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only
one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest
wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their
lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
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please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services

such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm

or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pCBSA
agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi. David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 1:37:51 PM

Hello Yolanda, While we are waiting for the TD, | want to be proactive on this since I will be
out of the office starting next Wednesday, April 1-8. Just to confirm, would you be ok if Ana
sent out a doodle poll for 9-12 and 1-4 for Tues, Wed and Thurs, the last 2 weeks of April,
and include the draft agenda topics | have shared with you and Cynthia? Ana can look into
meeting location options during my absence. She is relatively new, so | don't want to put her
in the position of having to do much more, but Krissy will be available if you need to do some
trouble shooting with Cynthia while I am out. Does this approach work for you? Then
perhaps we can meet April 9 to look at results and select a date for the next meeting?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:
Miranda,

The table is super helpful! After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,

Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need to
issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been serving
as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, | envision
Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical
advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
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(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of course,
Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

o Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both Markus
and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

e  One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions.
With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com)]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,
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I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think | would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community
needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only
one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest
wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their
lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services

such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
approach includes for VI).



mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:pemodog@sbcglobal.net

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com



Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm
or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pCBSA
agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:34:07 PM

Thank you for the confirmation. | think we also talked about coordinating a meeting with
Krissy, but that can billed to General if that makes sense to you.

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 27, 2015 at 4:31 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Just to follow-up with our phone conversation, Miranda. David and | agree that it’s okay for you
to send out a participant “poll” for the last two weeks in April and first two weeks in May, after
checking-in with Cynthia Babich on her schedule. Beyond that email, please do not do anymore
work on this next pCBSA meeting until receiving a TD from EPA.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 1:38 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
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Hello Yolanda, While we are waiting for the TD, | want to be proactive on this since | will
be out of the office starting next Wednesday, April 1-8. Just to confirm, would you be ok if
Ana sent out a doodle poll for 9-12 and 1-4 for Tues, Wed and Thurs, the last 2 weeks of
April, and include the draft agenda topics | have shared with you and Cynthia? Ana can
look into meeting location options during my absence. She is relatively new, so | don't want
to put her in the position of having to do much more, but Krissy will be available if you
need to do some trouble shooting with Cynthia while I am out. Does this approach work for
you? Then perhaps we can meet April 9 to look at results and select a date for the next
meeting?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:
Miranda,

The table is super helpfull After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo
to support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,

Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need
to issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been
serving as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, |
envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and
technical advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold



http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov



meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of
course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

e Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both
Markus and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

e One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis
discussions. With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up
technical advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI
sampling results and DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears
to be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA

US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com)]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
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Hi Miranda,
I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.
Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community
needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball,
and at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the
only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the
greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain
knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and
defend it with their lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own
roundness, could be nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you
let us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be
helpful to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group
topics in a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead
and be efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current
project approach includes for VI).
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Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30
pm or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of
pCBSA agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Cynthia Babich

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yoai, David; Barton, Dana; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 8:29:50 PM

TASC is community support
It is inappropriate for EPA to direct community needs
I will send out invites for next pPCBSA

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 27, 2015, at 4:44 PM, "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Cynthia,

Let’s definitely bring Krissy into the conversation, if you feel like that would be useful.
I'll talk with Dana next week about your request on reaching out to Angela. In the
meantime, Miranda and | found that presentation you liked so much. I've also asked
Miranda to send out a participation email/poll for the next pCBSA meeting (targeting
in-person participation).

I am still planning on our Monday 10:15 AM meeting. I’'m unclear if these were the
calls you were referring to being uncomfortable with. We do need to discuss finalizing
the technical directive for TASC support of the pCBSA meeting and discuss how to
scope out TASC support for the VI sampling results work. If there are other items you
would prefer to discuss, please let me know.

Miranda,
Please work with Krissy on finding a time next week to discuss. Also, please send out
an email to obtain dates for the next pCBSA meeting.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:48 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN

Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members
can participate as they care to. DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the
SKEO process with EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.

Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she
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could be helpful in translating (in a digestible form) the communities needs.
Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as
well.

I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue
to make decisions not in favor of our needs. | am weary of these type of calls.
Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People
would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the
water flowing between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and
the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it,
and the water suspended in the gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures
walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water. The people
would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it
so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty
and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their
lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness,
could be nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask
that you let us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have
received in error please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and
morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

The table is super helpful! After looking at all my notes from past
conversations, | think | have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical
directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to support the next pCBSA discussion and
technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda,
as | need to issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday
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3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has
been serving as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that
approach. Therefore, | envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up
meeting logistics), note takers, and technical advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we
can aim for in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely
participate. If we hold meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-
teleconference calls for the (hopefully small population) of people who cannot
participate in person. | do not believe Holiday Inn can support remote
participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of course, Skeo can work
with the community to explore options.

e Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know
both Markus and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

e One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis
discussions. With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to
divvy up technical advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions
(versus the VI sampling results and DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on
supporting the community need for technical support through TASC. But, the
PCBSA discussion appears to be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI
sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
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Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. 1 put it out there,

community needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.
Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.
People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools
and the water flowing between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps
on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas
surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The people would marvel
at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only one,
and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the
greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to
gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People
would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow
know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it. If
the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and
ask that you let us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information
you have received in error please ensure your actions have good intention, are
just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested
would be helpful to have with TASC support. On the second page is an
example of how to group topics in a series of regularly scheduled monthly
meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient with their travel time.
Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate each
meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as
technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current
project approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this
afternoon at 3:30 pm or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have
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attached the draft list of pCBSA agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227



http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227




From: Cynthia Babich

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58:21 PM

Hi Miranda,

I 'am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community needs for technical
support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about a field somewhere, people would come

from everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and
the water flowing between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would
marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The people would marvel at
all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it
precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the
greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and
to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow
know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in
diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let us know. If you feel
compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please ensure your actions have good intention,
are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful to
have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in a
series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient
with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate each
meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as technical comments
or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm or
tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pPCBSA agenda
topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
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Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Cynthia Babich

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 8:01:54 PM

I am processing

I will speak to Miranda and we will send you my TASC needs as | outlined them yesterday
Will that be helpful?

Cynthia

Sent from my iPhone
On Mar 24, 2015, at 10:17 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello Cynthia, would sometime between 9 and 11am work on your end? | could

also meet at 3pm, if needed but that's less ideal. We can discuss agenda and
timing for the next pCBSA discussion.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 9:37 AM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

I’'m available tomorrow (3/25) from 9-11 AM, then from 1-5 PM. | suggest a quick

meeting to discuss the notes from the Feb 17th pPCBSA meeting and draft out an
agenda for the upcoming meeting. | don’t feel prepared to have a comprehensive
conversation on TASC resources, yet. We can hit the basics, like schedule.

Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880
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“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:11 AM

To: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Cynthia, Yolanda confirmed that you would like to reschedule the
pCBSA meeting until later in April. I will send out a note to folks to
reschedule. Do you have a preference for which week? Also, will this be an in-
person meeting or call?

Also, shall we plan to meet tomorrow to discuss TASC resources? Does the
10:30 to noon window still work for both of you?

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 20, 2015 at 9:24 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
wrote:

Hello all, I have attached some draft agenda items for consideration.

Cynthia, are you able to meet during one of the following times next week to
discuss agenda?

Tues 10-12:30
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Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 11:57 AM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would you be available during either of the following times
to discuss agenda topics for March 30th? Anyone else you would like to
include?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda



http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com




From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yodqi, David

Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 10:17:30 AM

Hello Cynthia, would sometime between 9 and 11am work on your end? | could also meet at
3pm, if needed but that's less ideal. We can discuss agenda and timing for the next pPCBSA
discussion.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 9:37 AM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

I’'m available tomorrow (3/25) from 9-11 AM, then from 1-5 PM. | suggest a quick meeting to

discuss the notes from the Feb 17t pCBSA meeting and draft out an agenda for the upcoming

meeting. | don’t feel prepared to have a comprehensive conversation on TASC resources, yet.
We can hit the basics, like schedule.

Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:11 AM

To: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

http://www.skeo.com/

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

tel:415-972-3880

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com



Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Cynthia, Yolanda confirmed that you would like to reschedule the pCBSA meeting
until later in April. I will send out a note to folks to reschedule. Do you have a preference
for which week? Also, will this be an in-person meeting or call?

Also, shall we plan to meet tomorrow to discuss TASC resources? Does the 10:30 to noon
window still work for both of you?

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 20, 2015 at 9:24 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello all, I have attached some draft agenda items for consideration.

Cynthia, are you able to meet during one of the following times next week to discuss
agenda?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
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Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 11:57 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would you be available during either of the following times to discuss
agenda topics for March 30th? Anyone else you would like to include?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Cynthia Babich; pemodoa@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton. Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoai, David;
Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga. Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Markus Niebanck; dcapjane@aol.com

Subject: Re: Phase | testing.

Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 9:11:54 AM

Attachments: image003.png

Hello all, just a reminder that we have a call at 11am this morning for Cynthia Wetmore to review the
information outlined below. This may just be a short 20-30 minutes call because as Cynthia mentions in her
email, she will only be able to discuss what is already outlined in the email due to the confidentiality order.

Here is the conference line: 1-434-326-4368; pin: 6287

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
On Tue, Mar 17, 2015 at 2:38 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:

Hi Cynthia,

As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits

what we can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes
only the Phase I functional test. As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable
document to share with you. The Phase | test and results are as follows.

The Phase | test was developed to test one component of the HiPOX unit, the ozone generator. The design requires
the ozone generator in HiPOXx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone. Previous
Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L. Phase | was designed to
demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone. The ozone when mixed with hydrogen peroxide
forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.

The Phase | test was run on February 26, 2015. Although the HiPOx o0zone dose system was set at 27.3
mg/L, the system was not able to maintain that rate. An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved
for the test. Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:

Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)
Constituent Influent Hr:cS; gffit;;ﬁe'i Post-LGAC | VGAC Influent D'ch‘:‘;gi
pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
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TBA <2,000

<800

12

10

NA

NA

Arsenic 6.9

5.7

5.0

2.1

NA

NA

EPA does not believe the Phase | test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.

-Cynthia W.

ﬁif‘ -ir.lr
2
e

14 e
o

" .r

)r'
\Q_ﬁ
. ACT 1.\-

R

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section

US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105

415)972-3059
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: TASC Del Amo & Montrose Superfund site support
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 9:12:44 PM

Hello Yolanda, my apologies! I've updated the list to include these two TDs that we discussed
on the phone today:

TD#8: to support DNAPL PP, VI Investigation, community meetings, and general coordination (DNAPL complete, VI still
ongoing)

TD#14: to support July 12, 2014 community meeting (complete)

TD#15: to translate TASC 2013 groundwater report (complete)

TD#18: to support Dec 15 pCBSA meeting (complete)

TD#19 (and TD#19rev): to support Jan 9 pCBSA meeting (complete, but need revision to support Feb 17 call and current
work)

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin

Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Wed, Mar 25, 2015 at 2:59 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

THANK YOU!! Any clue about these TD #19s?

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:57 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: TASC Del Amo & Montrose Superfund site support

Hello Yolanda, here is a quick list of the TDs that have been issued in the last year to
reference during our upcoming call - | can organize into a table later if that would be
helpful. they are also referenced in the attached scope status (note budget numbers are
approximate!)

TD#8: to support DNAPL PP, VI Investigation, community meetings, and general
coordination (DNAPL complete, VI still ongoing)

TD#14: to support July 12, 2014 community meeting (complete)
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TD# 15: to translate TASC 2013 groundwater report (complete)

TD#18 (and TD#18rev): to support Dec 15 and Jan 9 pCBSA meetings (complete, but need
revision to support Feb 17 call and current work)

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Wed, Mar 25, 2015 at 2:23 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda, can you provide me a list (or a table) of TDs under TO#1 that relate to
supporting the Del Amo & Montrose Superfund sites? I’m going through my files and
have become very confused. I’m sorry if you already have and I’ve missed it!!

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, Ms, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: TASC Del Amo & Montrose Superfund site support
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:57:00 PM
Attachments: Del Amo Montrose TASC Scope Status 3-2-15.xIsx

Hello Yolanda, here is a quick list of the TDs that have been issued in the last year to
reference during our upcoming call - | can organize into a table later if that would be helpful.
they are also referenced in the attached scope status (note budget numbers are approximate!)

TD#8: to support DNAPL PP, VI Investigation, community meetings, and general
coordination (DNAPL complete, VI still ongoing)

TD#14: to support July 12, 2014 community meeting (complete)

TD# 15: to translate TASC 2013 groundwater report (complete)

TD#18 (and TD#18rev): to support Dec 15 and Jan 9 pCBSA meetings (complete, but need
revision to support Feb 17 call and current work)

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Wed, Mar 25, 2015 at 2:23 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda, can you provide me a list (or a table) of TDs under TO#1 that relate to supporting
the Del Amo & Montrose Superfund sites? 1’m going through my files and have become
very confused. I’'m sorry if you already have and I’ve missed it!!

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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Sheet2 (3)


						R9 TD #8 Del Amo-Montrose


						Task Status





			Completed			Task			Budgeted			Invoiced 			Remaining


			1			Project Kickoff


			x			Develop draft workplan and community engagement schedule			$   12,345			$   12,345			$   - 0


			2			Vapor Intrusion Phase I


			x			Develop technical comments on VI Phase 1


			x			Develop draft fact sheet on Phase 1 


						VI Phase I Subtotal			$   15,154			$   15,154			$   - 0


			3a			Vapor Intrusion Phase II


			x			Develop technical comments on VI Phase 2


			x			Translate technical comments into Spanish


			x			Develop draft fact sheet on Phase 1 and 2


			x			Translate the fact sheet into Spanish.


			x			Provide copies of fact sheet in Spanish and English


			x			Provide copies of technical comments (Phase 1 and 2) in Spanish and English


			x			Travel for 2 staff: one from Bay Area and one from Santa Barbara


			x			Meeting venue and equipment


						VI Phase 2 Subtotal			$   19,353			$   19,353			$   - 0


			3b			Vapor Intrusion Phase III


			x			Develop technical comments on VI Phase 3


			x			Translate technical comments into Spanish


			*			Develop draft fact sheet on Phase 3 


			*			Translate the fact sheet into Spanish.


			*			Provide copies of fact sheet in Spanish and English


			*			Provide copies of technical comments in Spanish and English


			x			Travel and present at workshop ( 1/27)


			x			Coordinate meeting venue and agenda for workshop


						* DAAC decided not to complete based on the updated SAP


						VI Phase 3 Subtotal			$   21,987			$   21,987			$   - 0


			3c			Vapor Intrusion Phase IV (Sampling Results)


						Develop technical comments on VI Phase 4


						Translate technical comments into Spanish


						Develop draft fact sheet on Phase 4


						Translate the fact sheet into Spanish.


						Provide copies of fact sheet in Spanish and English


						Provide copies of technical comments  in Spanish and English


						Travel and present at workshop


						Coordinate meeting venue and agenda for workshop


						VI Phase 4 Subtotal			$   33,739			$   - 0			$   33,739


			4			DNAPL Proposed Plan Support


			x			Develop technical comments on VI Phase 4


			x			Translate technical comments into Spanish


			x			Develop draft fact sheet on Phase 4


			x			Translate the fact sheet into Spanish.


			x			Provide copies of fact sheet in Spanish and English


			x			Provide copies of technical comments  in Spanish and English


			x			Travel and present at workshop


			x			Coordinate meeting venue and agenda for workshop


			x			Attend EPA workshop


			x			Attend EPA Public Comment Meeting


						DNAPL Subtotal			$   41,090			$   36,975			$   4,115


			5			General Project Management 


			x			July 12th Meeting (TD#14)


			ongoing			Project coordination


						Community Engagement Meeting (tbd) 


						General Project Management Subtotal			$   23,767			$   15,451			$   8,316


						Total Budget for 9-3-14 Draft Project Approach			$   167,435			$   121,265			$   46,170





						Additional Technical Directives


			6			Groundwater Report Translation (TD#15)


			x			Translated groundwater document			$   2,855			$   2,809			$   46


			7			Participate in pCBSA workshops (TD#18 rev)


			x			Dec 15th and Jan 9th workshops			$   19,119			$   18,193			$   926


			x			February 17 pCBSA call set up, facilitation, TA participation and notes			$   4,316			$   4,598			$   (282)


						Functional Test Review and Follow up interagency call


						pCBSA Subtotal			$   23,435			$   22,791			$   644


						Total Additional Technical Directives  			$   26,290			$   25,600			$   690


						Total Spent to Date						$   146,865			$   - 0











From: Miranda Maupin

To: Margand. Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yodqi. David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:07:47 PM

Attachments: TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC 5YR Project Approach 4-27-15 DRAFT.doc

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 41 five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the
May 4t meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?
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Insert Title Here



Contract No.: EP-W-13-015


Task Order No.: 1 OSRTI & Multi-Regions


Technical Directive No.: R9 #21 Del Amo/Montrose


Site Name:

Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site


Site Location:

Torrance, CA


TD Received:

April 22, 2015


Section 1:  Description of Work 



This project approach describes continued TASC support for the Del Amo/Montrose Superfund site. Specific activities will include: 



1. Support one meeting (with in-person and remote participation, up to four hours) in May 2015:



a) Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA-led meeting, which includes: travel, plus time to convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community (up to 15 hours).


b) Identifying and obtaining/procuring meeting space (both physical and ability to support remote participation, if appropriate).  Meeting space should: be in the Los Angeles area; accommodate 25 people; be available from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm PT; and be arranged in a manner that facilitates dialogue among participants. AV equipment is needed to facilitate participation from those unavailable to meet in person.  



2. Technical expert participation in a follow-up remote meeting and interview May-June 2015:


a) Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA-led remote meetings, which includes: participate in the meeting, plus time to convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community (up to 8 hours). 



b) Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA and Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) interviews on the Five Year Review, which includes: participate in the discussion, remotely or in-person, if appropriate (up to 6 hours).



Section 2:  Specific Project Services, Key Tasks, and Schedule


The table below describes the services that Skeo Solutions will provide, in the approximate order in which they will be provided. Key tasks, deliverables, and timeframes associated with each service are also described. 



			Service


			Key Tasks


			Schedule





			Scope project with EPA Region 9, identify project team and draft project approach





			· Hold clarifying meeting to learn details of project from EPA Region 9


· Draft project approach


· Revise project approach after review by EPA


			Draft project approach: April 27, 2015. 



Revised project approach (if needed): Within three days of receiving EPA feedback





			Coordinate with EPA and DAAC 


			· Coordinate logistics with EPA and DAAC 



· Respond to community calls and emails


· Follow up on community questions asked during in-person meetings


			Ongoing, as needed.





			Arrange meeting facility and phone line


			· Coordinate with DAAC and EPA about the meetings, scheduling and related equipment needed.



· Make arrangements for meeting space reservation, projector and other related equipment for the meeting.






			By May 1, 2015.





			Participate in in-person EPA led meetings 


			· Travel to Torrance, CA



· Convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting


· Participate in the meeting 


			May 4, 2015








			Participate in remote EPA led meetings


			· Convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting


· Participate in the meeting


			May/June 2015





			Participate in Five Year Review interview 


			· Participate in the interview, remotely or in-person


			As scheduled by EPA.








Section 3:  Key Personnel and Estimated Project Costs



The table below describes the key personnel and number of hours to be expended for each service.



			


			Staff Hours





			Service


			Russell-Hedstrom


			Maupin


			Vargas


			Niebanck


			Wells





			Scope project and draft project approach


			1


			2


			4


			


			





			Coordinate with EPA and DAAC


			2


			5


			2


			


			





			Arrange meeting facility and phone line


			


			2


			4


			


			





			Participate in EPA-led in-person meeting


			


			3


			0


			14


			12





			Participate in EPA-led remote meeting


			


			3


			0


			6


			5





			Participate in Five Year Review interview 


			


			2


			0


			3


			3





			Total Hours/Staff


			3


			17


			10


			23


			20





			Total Hours


			73








The total hours for the project are 73 and the total fully loaded staff cost is $9,434. Other direct costs include room rental and travel $1,140. The total project cost estimate: $10,574.
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Skeo Solutions Contact Information



Skeo Solutions Project Manager



Miranda Maupin


434-975-6700 Ext. 227


mmaupin@skeo.com 


Skeo Solutions Task Order Manager



Krissy Russell-Hedstrom



719-256-6701



krissy@skeo.com


Skeo Solutions Program Manager



Michael Hancox



434-989-9149



mhancox@skeo.com


Skeo Solutions Director of Finance and Human Resources



Briana Branham



434-975-6700 Ext. 233



bbranham@skeo.com


Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor



Eric Marsh



434-975-6700 Ext. 276



emarsh@skeo.com


Technical Assistance Services 




for Communities




Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site




Technical Directive Project Approach














U.S. Environmental Protection Agency




Superfund Redevelopment Initiative
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Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yoqi, David; Ana Vargas

Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 4:10:06 PM

Hello Yolanda, Ana is reserving the room and plans to confirm that the phone line is working
well for the meeting. Ana, could you also confirm for Yolanda that it is ok for EPA to bring and
use their own projector?

Per the TD, | have also scheduled a prep call with Cynthia, Markus and Dr. Wells this Friday.
Please let us know if you need anything else at this time to support this TD.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 5:09 AM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda.

David, Yolanda and | are all fine with your approach to Task Order #1 directive R9 #21 Del Amo —
Montrose Five Year Review. Please proceed with the work under the directive.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
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email: margand.freya@epa.gov

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 7:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
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Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460
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Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Ana Vargas

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 2:20:03 PM

Hi Yolanda,

| did touch base with the Holiday Inn and they said it was okay for EPA to bring the projector. |
will also let them know that EPA will need a projector screen as well. | plan on testing their
conference phone line later on this week to make sure everything is functioning. Please let
me know if you have any additional questions or if there is anything else | can help with.

Best,

Ana

Ana Vargas, MSW
Associate
Skeo Solutions

[e] avargas@skeo.com
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248

[m] (661) 609-0931

From: Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 2:05 PM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yogi, David; Ana Vargas

Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

We are bringing our own projector and computer. Ana, can you please confirm that the hotel is
okay with that? But, we still need a projector screen!

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
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Cc: Yogi, David; Ana Vargas
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda, Ana is reserving the room and plans to confirm that the phone line is working
well for the meeting. Ana, could you also confirm for Yolanda that it is ok for EPA to bring and
use their own projector?

Per the TD, | have also scheduled a prep call with Cynthia, Markus and Dr. Wells this Friday.

Please let us know if you need anything else at this time to support this TD.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin

Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 5:09 AM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda.

David, Yolanda and | are all fine with your approach to Task Order #1 directive R9 #21 Del Amo —
Montrose Five Year Review. Please proceed with the work under the directive.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 7:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 4% five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4th meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
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approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Margand. Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodqi. David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 8:32:36 AM

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4this rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.

Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.
Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
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Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 8:48:56 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

How did it go today? Things have been well here in AZ. Good meeting last night and it rained
today!

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 18, 2015, at 8:24 PM, "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

On the call, Cynthia Wetmore will only be able to review the information she sent in
the email. | understand this review of the Phase 1 testing may not have been the
intent of the meeting. However, | don’t recall TASC every sending a meeting purpose.
Please check with the stakeholders on whether they would like to participate in this
meeting.

| am available between 7-9 AM on Thursday at 602-758-0335.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Wetmore, Cynthia

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 3:26 PM
To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: RE: call to review Functional Test

Sorry for the delayed response. | haven’t heard back yet from the attorneys on what |
can cover and what | cannot. | am afraid that it will be a short and frustrating call
unfortunately.

<image001.png>

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
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From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03 AM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already
occurred? If so, would this include the results of the test? I'm trying to
understand whether this call would still be of value to DAAC and TASC.
When Dana offered, | believe she was referring to the 2-week Phase 2

tests, right?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia
<Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:
Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you
know, | am under court-ordered confidentiality order about this function
testing and at this point can only discuss Phase |. | doubt we need 2 hours
to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification from the attorneys about what |
can say. Sorry. Cynthia

<image002.png>

415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for
Cynthia Wetmore? Also, Cynthia Babich just requested that we
extend the invite to the the state folks and others on the pCBSA
list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? |
suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but she prefers
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to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in.
This is the only 2 hour block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda™ <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James
Wells <JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck

<mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia Babich
<delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com”

<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the
Functional Test with Cynthia Wetmore? | will send a calendar
invite.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:
Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have
a 2:30 LA — SF flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich;
dcapjane@aol.com

Subject: call to review Functional Test
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Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with
Cynthia Wetmore next Thursday, March 19th anytime
between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know what time to
works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Wetmore. Cynthia

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi, David
Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 11:03:27 AM
Attachments: imaqge002.png

Hi Cynthia, just to confirm, is Phase 1 the 30 min test that already occurred? If so, would this
include the results of the test? I'm trying to understand whether this call would still be of
value to DAAC and TASC. When Dana offered, | believe she was referring to the 2-week
Phase 2 tests, right?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 10:50 AM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:

Sorry Miranda, | left a message for Yolanda that | am available. Just so you know, | am under
court-ordered confidentiality order about this function testing and at this point can only discuss
Phase I. | doubt we need 2 hours to discuss it. | plan to get more clarification from the attorneys
about what | can say. Sorry. Cynthia
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105

415)972-3059

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:47 AM
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To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia Wetmore? Also,
Cynthia Babich just requested that we extend the invite to the the state folks and
others on the pCBSA list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? |
suggested putting this on the March 30th agenda, but she prefers to invite folks to
join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the only 2
hour block that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
<JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>,
Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com"

<dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional Test with
Cynthia Wetmore? I will send a calendar invite.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin

Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
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434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>
wrote:

Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have a 2:30 LA — SF flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia Wetmore
next Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know
what time to works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:dcapjane@aol.com

http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227




From: Miranda Maupin

To: Margand. Freya; Conley, Tina; Yoqi. David; Sanchez. Yolanda; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Ana Vargas
Subject: TASC Final February 17 pCBSA Meeting Notes

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 3:51:15 PM

Attachments: TASC TO1 R9-Feb 17 2015 pCBSA call notes 3-23-15_FINAL 508.pdf

Hello all, I have attached the final TASC notes for the February 17 pCBSA meeting for your
records.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Margand.Freya@epa.gov

mailto:Conley.Tina@epa.gov

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov
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http://www.skeo.com/



Technical Assistance Services
for Communities

Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site
PCBSA Conference Call Meeting Notes

FINAL Summary Memo:
Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site
Del Amo Action Committee pCBSA Conference Call

Site Name: Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites
Site Location: Torrance, California

Meeting Date: February 17, 2015

Meeting Location: Conference Call

Participants: See Attachment 1

Introduction

Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC), and other interested community
groups and State agencies held a conference call with representatives from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on February 17, 2015 from 12 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. The
purpose of the meeting was to report progress on action items from the January 9, 2015 meeting
and determine a path forward to address concerns regarding parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid
(pCBSA) in the groundwater treatment plan for the the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites
in Torrance, California. Miranda Maupin of Skeo Solutions facilitated the meeting.
Representatives from the EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)
program provided technical assistance to DAAC during the meeting. Attachments include:

List of meeting participants

Meeting agenda

Summary of Drinking Water Well Sampling Results for pPCBSA

EPA’s proposed plan forward

Map of wells near Montrose Superfund Site

Map of reinjection wells in relation to the groundwater plume associated with the
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites

oakrwdE

Report out on Action Items from the January 9" Meeting
The meeting began with a report out on the following action items from the January 9" meeting
held in Torrance, California.

1. EPA and SWRCB DDW: Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs
Cynthia Wetmore (EPA) reported that EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking water
wells to the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites and both generated a non-detect result for
pCBSA. Shu-Fang Orr of the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water
(SWRCB DDW) added that the State took split samples from 6 operating drinking water wells
that were sent to both EPA and State labs and these showed non-detect for VOCs (including
cholorbenzene and trichloroethethylene [TCE]) and they are still waiting for pPCBSA results. (see
Attachment 2) Ms. Orr added in a follow up note, “In addition to the dual sample set collected
from 6 drinking water wells on January 28, 2015, the SWRCB DDW managed to sample one
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additional drinking water well located upstream of Montrose site on February 3. Samples
collected from the 7 drinking water wells tested ND (non-detect) for benzene, chlorobenzene and
TCE. | received the pCBSA test results from the CDPH-DWRL after the Feb 17 telephone
conference. pCBSA was also non-detect in the 7 drinking water wells. The CDPH-DWRL's
reporting limit for pCBSA is 2 ppb.”

Ms. Wetmore added that the WRD will be working with EPA to add pCSBA to their routine
semi-annual monitoring of WRD’s nested groundwater monitoring wells recommended by EPA.
The next sampling will be in April or May 2015. EPA plans to share the list of wells and
sampling plan with conference meeting participants. Dr. Wells (TASC) requested to review the
well construction details and sampling plan and suggested that it might be helpful to perform
depth-discrete sampling in these wells.

2. EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC
David Yogi (EPA) reported that EPA does not have a technical advisor with pCBSA expertise,
but will follow up with EPA Region 5.

3. DTSC: Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with
using a fluidized bed reactor.

Safouh Sayed (DTSC) reported that he reviewed the research on these technologies to estimate
treatment efficiency. Due to difficulty hearing Mr. Sayed’s presentation, he offered to share this
explanation in writing with call participants following the conference call.

Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) had a
question regarding the application of the research reviewed by Mr. Sayed to the site activities.
Mr. Sayed replied that this assumption is based on the research and would need to be tested in a
pilot at the site. Dr. Wells commented that Mr. Sayed’s research demonstrates that the
technology exists for a more efficient removal of pCBSA in the groundwater through the HiPOx
system. Florence Gharibian asked whether the carbon absorbtion worked effectively on the short
treatment. EPA explained that is was effective, but cost prohibitive.

4. SWRCB, California EPA: Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA Concentration for
Groundwater

Gina Solomon (California EPA) was not able to attend the conference call and update the call
participants on her work establishing a provisional pPCSBSA concentration. Barbara Lee from the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reported that Ms. Solomon is
currently working with Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to
develop a provisional pCBSA concentration for groundwater, likely available in the next few
months.

DAAC requested EPA to utilize the an existing EPA grant mechanism with Dr. Amy Kyle at UC
Berkeley to provide an unbiased 3™ party toxicologist to reviewof OEHHA’s provisional
pCBSA concentration for groundwater. Dana Barton (EPA) commented that EPA will follow-up
on exploring the existing EPA grant with UC Berkeley.
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DAAC voiced concerns that the process for developing a provisional pCBSA concentration for
groundwater should be transparent and involve the community. Barbara Lee (DTSC) confirmed
that EPA would not be working with OEHHA in the development of the provisional pCBSA
concentration for groundwater.

5. Los Angeles RWQCB: Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis

Sam Unger (LARWQCB) reported that EPA has offered to take the lead on the anti-degradation
analysis. Mr. Unger discussed that there is a list of anti-degradation analysis requirmenets that
need to be discussed and EPA will wait until the first pilot test is over to start work on the
antidegradation analysis. Dana Barton reported that EPA has received the anti-degradation
analysis guidance.

Mr. Unger explained that under the Federal Clean Water Act, water quality regulations state that
pristine surface water quality cannot be degraded unless an analysis is conducted that
demomstrates that the degradation is in benefit of the people of California.

Markus Neibanck (TASC) asked Mr. Unger to clarify the process of how EPA is now conducting
the anti-degradation analysis. Mr. Unger responded that the State does not have the resources to
conduct the analysis and that EPA offered assistance with guidance from the State. Dr. Wells
requested to review the outline of requirements for the anti-degradation analysis.

Phuong Ly of the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) asked Mr. Unger
if State waste discharge requirements (WDR) would be applicable if the reinjection took place
outside of the official Superfund site boundary. Sam Unger responded that his understanding is
that when the proposed reinjection site moved outside out of the technical impracticality (TI)
zone, the State’s anti-degradation policy applied, but Mr. Unger offered to confirm whether State
WDRs apply.

(See attachment 6 for map from 12/15/14 MACP State Presentation showing injections wells
outside contaminated plume area.)

Proposed Path Forward

Following the report out from the January 9" action items, EPA discussed their Proposed Path
Forward (see Attachment 4). Through the proposed path forward, EPA plans to conduct a 30-
minute functional test of the groundwater treatment system and share results with DAAC and
other conference call attendees. For the second phase of the proposed path forward, EPA plans to
conduct a full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system and share results with
DAAC and other conference call attendees. Following the complete functional test, EPA will
conduct the anti-degradation analysis in a manner consistent with California State Resolution 68-
16 (Phuong Ly later referred to this in her review as SWRCB Resolution 68-16 (State
Antidegradation Policy)) and with guidance from LARWQCB. The analysis will consider
whether the reinjection of treated groundwater containing pCBSA into the shallow aquifer is
consistent with the anti-degradation policy, and if so, at what level . The analysis will determine
whether reinjection will maintain the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to
the people of the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of the
shallow aquifer, and will not result in water quality less than prescribed in the State’s policies.
EPA will continue to work closely with the LARWQCB in preparing the anti-degradation
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analysis. (Phuong Ly referred to this in her review as SWRCB Resolution 68-16 (State
Antidegradation Policy)).

DAAC reminded call participants that if the anti-degradation analysis shows that reinjection is
not in compliance, alternatives will need to be evaluated. DAAC remains concerned that
reinjection prior to the anti-degradation analysis is making a determination after the fact.

Discussion Considerations

e John Lyons (EPA) commented that EPA needs to conduct the functional test to inform the
anti-degradation analysis.

e The LARWQCB had previously stated that an anti-degradation analysis was likely not
needed for the 5-day test. DAAC asked whether this is still the case considering that the “5-
day test” has now become a 10 to 12 day test.

e Barbara Lee (DTSC) responded that they are comfortable with proceeding with Phase 1, but
are waiting for the OEHHA provisional concentration for pCBSA and would like to see a
revised work plan before concurring with Phases 2 and 3.

e Enrique Manzanilla (EPA) commented that during the January 2015 meeting, EPA discussed
that they wanted to be able to: 1) test the groundwater treatment system to ensure that it
performs as designed and 2) adjust the parameters of the system and see how to maximize the
treatment of pPCBSA. EPA was hoping to perform these tests in order to inform the anti-
degradation analysis and evaluate the capability of the system.

e DAAC is comfortable with proceeding with the 30-minute test, but is still not comfortable
with the longer functional tests that do not contain the treated groundwater on site for
sampling before reinjecting.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) commented that it might be an easier path if the order was shifted so that
the anti-degradation analysis took place before the functional test. Dr. Wells believes that it
would inform what the ultimate target might be.

e Sam Unger (LARWQCB) commented that part of anti-degradation analysis requires
determination of the practicality of treatment and he concurs with EPA’s opinion that
performing the test would inform the anti-degradation analysis.

e DAAC believes that there is a fair amount of certainty that the HiPOx system could be
optimized for pCBSA and would like to have more information about this. DAAC believes
that the effects of pCBSA are being underestimated and finds that due to this uncertainty, it is
important to be cautious in regards to the groundwater treatment plan.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) remarked that the issue is not whether to run the functional test, but the
reinjection of pCBSA into the underlying aquifer. Dr. Wells asked that if research shows
liquid phase carbon is effective in treating pCBSA for a short period of time, is there any
possibility of using more carbon cannisters? Ms. Wetmore responded that EPA has explored
this and concluded that due to the amount of carbon needed, it would cost $800,000 to
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perform the functional test. Ms. Wetmore will share the cost estimate for this procedure with
Dr. Wells.

Al Sattler asked whether discharging effluent to the sewer system had been considered. EPA
responded that they had considered this, and it would cost about $100,000 to build a new
pipe and that the administrative issues could take up to a year.

Florence Gharibian asked a question about the carbon treatment portion of the treatment train
as it exists now based on the data we received showing non-detect for PCBSA after the short
test done using water hydrant water and some of the groundwater. Cynthia Wetmore
responded indicating that she did not think the carbon would continue to be as affective if
higher volumes of water were going through the treatment system.

Ms. Gharibian asked if a chemist could evaluate the process that resulted in the PCBSA in an
effort to increase our collective understanding of how the PCBSA is created as a result of the
manufacture of DDT. She requested to see a document regarding evaluation of treatment
technologies available.

A participant asked about whether the concentrations could be predicted with a model. Ms.
Wetmore responded that they do have a groundwater model of results over time, but not for a
short duration like a functional test.

DAAC asked what will happen if the flow rate of groundwater pumping is cut in half. Ms.
Wetmore responded that flow levels can be reduced, but not cut in half because of the need to
maintain hydraulic containment in the aquifer.

TASC suggested reconvening when the provisional pCBSA concentration is determined and
the workplan for Phase 2 or 3 have been released.

EPA commented that the workplans for Phases 2 and 3 are confidential due to the consent
decree enforcement process. EPA offered to meet with DAAC to discuss the confidentiality
issues.

Next Steps
The discussion concluded with the following next steps:

EPA will follow up with DAAC regarding an existing EPA grant with UC Berkeley,
regarding Dr. Amy Kyle, an independent toxicologist.

EPA will follow up regarding a technical advisor with pCBSA expertise.

EPA will share the final results of the six split samples and the updated routine drinking
water sampling plan before the next sampling event in April or May.

Safouh Sayed (DTSC) will send a written summary of his description of the groundwater
treatment system efficiency to meeting participants.

Cynthia Wetmore (EPA) will hold a call with TASC technical advisors to discuss technical
aspects of the functional tests in mid-March.

EPA will meet with DAAC to discuss confidentiality issues of the sharing of the workplan
for the functional test.
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e TASC will follow up with Gina Solomon (California EPA) on timing for the development of
the provisional pCBSA concentration.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) offered to review the sampling plan for the treatment of groundwater and
the outline of requirements for the anti-degradation analysis.

Unless otherwise noted, participants will report back on next steps prior to or during the next
conference call expected by the third week of March 2015.

FINAL March 23, 2015







() skeo

Skeo Solutions Project Manager
Miranda Maupin

434-975-6700 Ext. 227
mmaupin@skeo.com

Skeo Solutions Task Order Manager
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
719-256-6701

krissy@skeo.com

Skeo Solutions Program Manager
Michael Hancox

434-989-9149
mhancox@skeo.com

Skeo Solutions Director of Finance and Human Resources
Briana Branham

434-975-6700 Ext. 233

bbranham@skeo.com

Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor
Eric Marsh

434-975-6700 Ext. 276

emarsh@skeo.com

FINAL March 23, 2015




mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com


mailto:krissy@skeo.com


mailto:mhancox@skeo.com


mailto:bbranham@skeo.com


mailto:emarsh@skeo.com





Attachment 1: Meeting Participants

First Last Organization/Affiliation

Cynthia Babich Del Amo Action Committee

Florence | Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee

Jane Williams California Communities Against Toxics

Al Sattler Sierra Club

Shu-Fang | Orr California State Water Resources Control Board
Paula Rasmussen Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Sam Unger Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Barbara Lee California Department of Toxic Substances Control
John Scandura California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Scott Warren California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Stewart Black California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Safouh Sayed California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Phuong Ly Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Steven John-Leonido | California Environmental Protection Agency
Cynthia Wetmore U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Dana Barton U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

David Yogi U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Enrique Manzanilla U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

John Lyons U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Yolanda | Sanchez U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

James Wells TASC (L. Everett and Associates)

Markus Niebanck TASC (Amicus Environmental)

Ana Vargas TASC (Skeo Solutions)

Miranda Maupin TASC (Skeo Solutions)
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Attachment 2: Agenda

Purpose:

12:00
12:10

1:00

1:30

2:00
2:30
3:00

AGENDA

Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar
Tuesday, February 17, 2015
12:00 - 3:00 p.m.

Report progress on action items from January 9'" meeting.

Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment
plan.

Welcome and Introductions

Report Out on Action Items from January 9 Meeting

EPA and SWRCB: Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs (see
Attachment 1)

WRD: Adding pCBSA to routine sampling program for monitoring wells

EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC

DTSC: Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies
with using a fluidized bed reactor.

Cal State WRB, Cal EPA: Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA
Concentration for Groundwater
State WQCB: Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis

Proposed Path Forward (see Attachment 2)

EPA to conduct 30-minute functional test of groundwater treatment system, share
results with team

EPA to conduct full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system,
share results with team

LARWQCB sent EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis

EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis (using functional test results)

State reviews Anti-Degradation Analysis for compliance

If not in compliance, evaluate alternatives

Considerations for Discussion

State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)

Discuss Avenues for Memorializing Steps Forward
Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles
Adjourn







Attachment 3: Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA
Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA

During the January 9 meeting, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Water
Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) and EPA committed to sample drinking
water wells identified in the presentation by WRD to confirm these wells were not currently
being impacted by pCBSA. On January 14, EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking
water wells. The State Water Resources Control Board followed-up by sampling six wells within
three miles.

The samples were analyzed using Method 314.0, which has a method detection limit of 0.46
ppb and reporting limit of 5 ppb. All wells tested reveled no pCBSA had entered the drinking
water supply, i.e., well data showed a “non-detect (ND)” for pCBSA. The following is chart
containing sampling data from those drinking water wells:

Date Description
1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015 City of Torrance Madrona Well #2
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 275-01
1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 279-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 277-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 215-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 298-01

As was noted in the meeting, however, if pCBSA were ever to be found in the treatment system
EPA would need to restructure its treatment plan as the site cleanup plan, or Record of Decision
(ROD) was constructed based on the idea that contaminants would not reach the drinking
wells. Further, while wells were sampled as a follow-up item to the January 9 meeting, EPA is
committed to working with WRD to maintain a regular sampling of these wells to ensure
drinking water supplies are safeguarded.
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Attachment 4: EPA’s Proposed Plan Forward
Proposed Path Forward

EPA proposes to move forward with the start-up of the treatment system initially through a
series of three chronological steps. Throughout each of these steps, EPA will commit itself to
provide reports and other information at a regular interval agreed on by EPA and the
community, and make itself available to meet with the community to update members on
activity progress.

1. Perform 30-minute Functional Test to Test Equipment

This test will evaluate how well the treatment system is able to treat contamination, but is
very short. The test will run for approximately 30 minutes, and all water treated by the
system will be held on-site in storage tanks until water can be sampled. This test was
conducted twice previously in December 2014, and levels of pCBSA and other contaminants
were found to be ND.

Test results will be submitted to EPA one week after completion, and EPA will send these
results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.

2. Conduct Functional Test
As discussed during the January 9t meeting, EPA has been working with California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Montrose to develop a workplan for
the functional testing of the treatment system. The workplan will outline the goals of this
“Functional Test,” which are to:

a. confirm that the treatment system successfully reduces the site Contaminants of

Concern (benzene, TCE, and chlorobenzene) to non-detect levels; and
b. determine the treatment system’s maximum capability for treating pCBSA.

EPA and the State have been conducting technical calls with Montrose to amend and
finalize the workplan for this Functional Test. The results of the Functional Test will be used
to conduct Step 3 of EPA’s plan, an Anti-Degradation Analysis.

The final Functional Test will take a few weeks, and will be conducted in compliance with
the workplan (described above). Though the test will span weeks, the elapsed running time
of the treatment system will be about 8 days total. Information from this Functional Test
will help confirm that the system is treating contaminants as intended in EPA’s site remedy.
Further, as Dr. Jim Wells, DAAC technical advisor, mentioned during the January 9 meeting,
this information will be necessary for the completion of the Anti-Degradation Analysis.

While such test represents reinjection without first an anti-degradation analysis, during the
January 9 meeting, Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) noted that as limited mass of pCBSA would be re-injected, there is no need for
an anti-degradation analysis for this test.
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Pre-final Functional Test results will be submitted to EPA two weeks after completion, and
EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.

3. Perform Anti-Degradation Analysis
EPA will conduct an Anti-Degradation Analysis consistent with California State Resolution
68-16 to get the information needed to ensure the reinjection of treated wastewater,
containing pCBSA, into the shallow aquifer does not further degrade the environment. This
analysis will be based on the state’s interpretation of Resolution 68-16, and will answer the
following questions:

e Is the receiving water considered “high-quality water?”

e Will the discharge cause degradation of the receiving water?

e If the discharge will cause degradation will it unreasonably affect the beneficial

uses?
e Does the remedy for pCBSA constitute “best practicable treatment or control”?
e |s the remedy to the maximum benefit of the people of the state?

The analysis will be conducted based on data from Final Functional Test and will utilize the
forthcoming OEHHA public health concentration. Based on current information, the OEHHA
public health concentration analysis is intended to be complete by the end of March 2015.

During the January 9 meeting, the state, which at the time was the lead agency for
conducting the Anti-Degradation Analysis, committed to involving the community in the
analysis process. EPA’s intent is to engage the community in a fashion equivalent to that the
state noted. Such involvement will include sharing preliminary reports and data at a
frequency agreed upon by EPA and the community, and hosting activities such as focused
workshops with DAAC and other community members. EPA proposes to hold another
meeting with DAAC and the State to discuss the process and steps for involving the
community.
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Attachment 5 — Map of Wells near Montrose
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Attachment 6 — Injection wells in relation to plume (From 12/15/14 MACP State Presentation)
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Attachment 7

Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS)
Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Objective

The objective of this short-term test is to demonstrate that the TGRS system is capable of reducing
dissolved para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations to below the reinjection standard
under the Record of Decision (25 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) exclusive of any benefit offered by the new
carbon in the liquid-phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) vessels. pCBSA concentrations of 23 and 31
mg/L were detected after air stripping during the first and second functional tests conducted on
December 1 and 15, 2014, respectively. However, some of the ozone generation cells did not work
properly during the second functional test, resulting in an ozone dose approximately 12% below target
levels. The faulty ozone generation cells have since been repaired. Although the new carbon reduced
pCBSA concentrations below the reinjection standard during the second functional test, the benefit
offered by this carbon is not expected to be long lasting based on previous bench testing results.
Therefore, prior to longer term testing, another short functional test will be conducted to ensure that the
new TGRS system can achieve the 25 mg/L pCBSA injection standard under this short-term test.

Parameters
The parameters for the Phase 1 functional test are defined as follows:

e Extraction Well Flow Rates = same as first functional test (see table below)
e Total Target Flow Rate = 700 gallons per minute (gpm)

e Target Ozone Dose = 26 to 27 mg/L

e Air Stripping Configuration = two in parallel, as designed

Proposed Extraction Well Flow Rates

well Flow

(gpm)
UBA-EW-1 25
UBA-EW-3 15
MBFB-EW-1 0
BF-EW-1 42
BF-EW-2 83
BF-EW-3 80
BF-EW-4 140
BF-EW-5 15
G-EW-1 125
G-EW-2 30
G-EW-3 25
G-EW-4 120
Total 700

With the exception of the ozone dose, the above parameters are identical to the first functional test
conducted on December 1, 2014. For the proposed Phase 1 test, the ozone dose will be increased to the
maximum or near maximum concentration feasible using the ozone generator. The treated groundwater
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Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

generated during the Phase 1 test will not be discharged and held on site pending laboratory results
confirming that chemical concentrations were reduced in compliance with the ROD’s reinjection
standards. Laboratory results will be submitted simultaneously to EPA and the State. If the laboratory
results demonstrate that the pCBSA concentration meets the 25 mg/L injection standard and with
concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the Phase 1 testing via the injection
wells.

Duration

The duration of the Phase 1 test will be between 30 and 60 minutes. Effluent holding Tank 3770 and
Utility Tank 3750 have a combined capacity of 50,000 gallons. Assuming that both of these tanks are used
to temporarily contain the treated groundwater (up to 85% of the tank capacity), the maximum duration
of this test will be 60 minutes at 700 gpm. This duration is sufficient to overcome the entrained capacity
of the process vessels and build up the ozone concentration to the target dose.

Sampling

Representative groundwater samples will be collected from the influent, after HiPOx, after air stripping,
after LGAC, and from the effluent tank. Representative vapor samples will be collected from the VGAC
influent and discharge stack. The groundwater and vapor samples will be analyzed as follows:

VOCs SVOCs pCBSA Metals Arsenic | Pesticides TOC VOCs

Sample EPA EPA EPA EPA 6010B EPA EPA EPA EPA

8260B* 8270C 314.0M | and 7470A 6020 8081A 415.1 TO-15

Groundwater
Influent X X X X
Post-HiPOx X X X X
Po§t-A|r X X X
Stripper
Post-LGAC X X X X X X
Effluent Tank X
Vapor

VGAC Influent X
Discharge X
Stack

!Including fuel oxygenates

Analysis of the groundwater samples will focus on dissolved VOCs (including TBA), pCBSA, and arsenic.
The influent and post-HiPOx samples will additionally be tested for Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to support
evaluation of oxidant demand for the HiPOx system. The post-LGAC groundwater sample will be tested
for the full suite of chemicals with established reinjection standards. The effluent tank sample will be
tested for pCBSA at the request of the State. The samples will be analyzed on standard 5-day turnaround.
In addition to the laboratory analysis, groundwater pH, dissolved oxygen, and chemical oxygen demand
will be measured in the field at all four sample locations using calibrated water quality instruments.
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Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Discharge of Existing Water

The effluent and utility tanks are currently holding approximately 40,000 gallons of treated groundwater
generated during the second functional test conducted on December 15, 2014. That groundwater meets
the injection standard for pCBSA (less than 25,000 ug/L) and only two volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
were detected (12 ug/L tert-butyl-alcohol [TBA] and 3.9J ug/L acetone). There is no state or federal
maximum contaminant level (MCL) for TBA or acetone, but there is a state action level of 12 ug/L for TBA.
Prior to conducting the Phase 1 functional test, a verification sample of the treated groundwater from the
second functional test will be collected and analyzed for pCBSA. Laboratory results will be submitted
simultaneously to EPA and the State. If the verification sample confirms that pCBSA is below the injection
standard and with concurrence from EPA, the treated groundwater will be pumped to the TGRS injection
wells.

Schedule and Reporting

Following EPA and State approval, the Phase 1 functional testing will be scheduled. All field activities can
be completed in a single day, and only one to two days of advance planning will be required to coordinate
resources and sampling supplies. Once established, EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in
advance of the Phase 1 functional testing schedule.

Laboratory analysis of the Phase 1 functional testing samples will take approximately five business days.
Upon receipt, the laboratory results and associated field parameters will be tabulated. Following review
by Montrose, the results table and laboratory report will be submitted to EPA and the State. Given the
limited nature of the Phase 1 functional testing, no additional reporting is required for this test.
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yoqi, David
Subject: TASC Support for Del Amo & Montrose Superfund Sites (we will call Freya)

New TD for ongoing pCBSA chemical discussions will be TD #20

What about supporting the VI Sampling (phase 1V) work that is outlined in TD#8?

* The work outlined no longer makes sense and we don’t have the budget in the project approach to support it
* We still have work to support, so how do we handle this.

Clarify what the relationship should be between the community and Skeo
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoqi. David; Margand, Freya

Subject: TASC Technical Directive for Del Amo & Montrose Superfund Sites
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 6:06:49 PM

Freya,

Per my voicemail, the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) has opted not to host an additional pCBSA
discussion. DAAC feels like some of the outstanding issues can be discussed in an EPA-hosted Five-

Year-Review process meeting scheduled for Monday, May 4th, Therefore, | would like to amend

draft TD#20 to support this work. You had originally sent me a draft TD#20 on March 26" and I had
drafted to support the technical advisors to participate in the pCBSA meeting.

To further explain the bigger strategy on TASC support, | am scoping out work for 3-4 additional
projects which would each require an individual technical directives. This work tentatively includes:
Five-Year Review

Technology screening for DNAPL proposed plan

Vapor intrusion (VI) investigation

Community advisory group (CAG) development

Groundwater treatment system

s N e

I hope to have a final strategy to discuss with you soon. However, this May 4th meeting snuck up on
me and | need to move quickly on it.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Margand. Freya

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodqi. David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52:44 AM

Attachments: TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose 5YrReview.docx

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4this rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


[bookmark: _GoBack]Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #21 Del Amo – Montrose (5 Yr Review)


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Raymond Chavira                  Phone: 415-947-4218


CIC:    Yolanda Sanchez                   Phone: 415-972-3880


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support discussions and interviews of technical experts regarding the for Five Year Review for the Del Amo Superfund Site OU1 / OU2 and dual site groundwater OU3.  








Following is the support needed from the Skeo Solutions:





1) Support one meeting (with in-person and remote participation, up to four hours) in May 2015:


a. Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA-led meeting, which includes: travel, plus time to convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community (up to 15 hours).


b. Identifying and obtaining/procuring meeting space (both physical and ability to support remote participation, if appropriate).  Meeting space should: be in the Los Angeles area; accommodate 25 people; be available from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm PT; and be arranged in a manner that facilitates dialogue among participants. AV equipment is needed to facilitate participation from those unavailable to meet in person.  


2) Technical expert participation in a follow-up remote meeting and interview May-June 2015:


a. Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA-led remote meetings, which includes: participate in the meeting, plus time to convene with DAAC before and after meeting to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community (up to 8 hours).


b. Supporting technical expert(s) to participate in the EPA and Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) interviews on the Five Year Review, which includes: participate in the discussion, remotely or in-person, if appropriate (up to 6 hours).








			Deliverables:


1. Project approach and staffing for support under this TD: within five days of directive.


2. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


3. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after meetings.


4. Meeting facility, conference call line, and/or webinar platform, as appropriate.


5. Meeting participation: in-person, May 2015; and remotely, May/June 2015. 


6. Five Year Review interview participation.


7. Travel to participate in meetings (if needed, EPA will notify contractor): Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature:  Freya Margand                         Date:  April 22, 2015                                                            


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yodqi. David; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom; Ana Vargas
Subject: new pCBSA TD for Del Amo Montrose

Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 9:44:00 AM

Hello Yolanda, Since | will be out of the office starting tomorrow (April 1-8), | have let Krissy
and Ana know that we are expecting a new TD for the next pCBSA meeting for Del Amo
Montrose. They have the information needed to develop a cost estimate and authorize Dr.
Wells and Markus accordingly.

| saw the email from Cynthia that she wants DAAC to schedule the meeting and take notes,
but | have included hours for these tasks in case she changes her mind. | have also included
hours for coordinating/attending the Wetmore call and scheduling the March 30 call.

| plan to give Cynthia a call today just to let her know | will be out of town and confirm her
expectations of TASC for this next TD.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227
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From: Yoai, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Yoai, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Yoai, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Yoai, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Yoai, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Accepted: Del Amo & Montrose pCBSA Discussions with Stakeholders (save the date)
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From: Yoai, David

To: Brent Maier

Cc: Barton. Dana

Subject: Additional Figures for Congressional Briefing

Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:58:00 AM

Attachments: Del Amo & Montrose Conaressional Briefing 3.5.2015.ppt

Hi Brent,

Please find attached a few additional figures for our briefing this afternoon. Thanks!
- David

David Yogi

Manager, Community Involvement Section
Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone: 415-972-3350

Mobile: 415-760-5419

Email: yogi.david@epa.gov
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Re-injection Wells



































Upper Bellflower


Middle Bellflower “B” Sand


Middle Bellflower “C” Sand


Gage Aquifer


Lynwood Aquifer
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Torrance (Standby) 9200 ft.


Torrance (Unused) 9500 ft.


Cal Water Service 15,000 ft.


Cal Water Service 10,600 ft.














Nearest Water Supply Wells





	





Note: larger map scale





The nearest municipal supply wells are about .5 to 1 mile downgradient of the leading edge of the chlorobenzene plume in the Middle Bellflower.  However these wells are screened primarily in the Silverado aquifer.  Though some are screened in the Lynwood.
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MONTROSE TREATMENT SYSTEM


Contaminated Groundwater from Extraction Wells


Vapor Carbon Filter VOC Removal





To Outside Air











Air Stripping Most VOC Removed





Liquid 


Carbon Filter Final


VOC Treatment





Volatile Organic Compounds: Chlorobenzene, Benzene, TCE etc.


Minerals not hazardous, removed for reinjection to aquifer


Mineral Filter


Treated Water Returned to Aquifer


  HiPOx -


pCBSA Treatment








Treatment Plant   - Completed November 2014
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From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Cynthia Babich

Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodi.
David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells

Subject: Additional Montrose results

Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 4:30:57 PM

Attachments: image003.png

Hi Cynthia,

EPA has recently received updated sampling results. After the last Phase | test sampling results came
back, Montrose elected to go back and re-sample the extraction wells, with EPA approval.

Montrose has tested the treatment system for a short duration three times, and all three results
had higher than anticipated influent pCBSA levels. The reason why is now apparent. Extraction well
UBA-EW-1 had increased pCBSA concentrations by a factor of nearly ten. This well is located on the
Montrose property and does not pose an immediate risk to the community.

However, it does mean that Montrose will need re-evaluate the pumping strategy in the short term
to minimize excessive pCBSA entering into the groundwater treatment system. This may lead to
adjustments in the pumping strategy. This type of adjustment is not uncommon especially since
design and construction has taken years. Groundwater moves and shifts, and changes in
concentrations are expected.

EPA will ensure that the revised pumping strategy will continue to support the ability of the system
to contain the contamination, stop the migration of the dissolved plume, and clean up the dissolved

plume as required in the ROD.

Thanks, Cyntia W.

TGRS Extraction pCBSA Concentration (ug/L)
Well Prior Result March 2015
UBA-EW-1 76,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 37,000 13,000
BF-EW-1 130,000 Not Yet
Sampled
BF-EW-2 100,000 56,000
BF-EW-3 19,000 15,000
BF-EW-4 24,000 25,000
BF-EW-5 140,000 130,000
G-Ew-1 10,000 Not Yet
Sampled
G-EW-2 9,800 34,000
G-EW-3 3,700 4,800
G-EW-4 21,000 24,000
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059






From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Cynthia Babich; Florence Gharibian

Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodi.
_David; Senga. Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov

Subject: Additional Phase | testing

Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:08:30 PM

Attachments: HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan 4-7-15 Rev.pdf
imaqge002.png

Hi Cynthia & Florence,

Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to basically re-run the Phase |
test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx system. As you may recall, the purpose of Phase | is
to demonstrate that the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it did
not achieve during the first run of Phase I.

Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that 60 minutes was insufficient
time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow maximum ozone production. The manufacturer
recommended to warm-up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.

Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the Phase | test two times. The
first test will be the same as the previous Phase | tests. However, the second test will be run with a
changed groundwater pumping rates. In my email last week about the recent extraction well
sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the extraction wells is significantly higher than
expected. For the second Phase | test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise the extraction rate in the
lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an overall lower pCBSA concentration into the
treatment plant. This influent groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA
concentrations used in the design.

EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we are with the pCBSA break-
through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank after both GAC units have been non-detect for
PCBSA, but | don’t think that will last for very long. | may get a better handle on how much longer
pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results from that mid-GAC sample.

We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase | tests. Montrose will hold the
treated water in the on-site storage tank to test it for contaminants. EPA will approve that the
treated water will be re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).

-Cynthia W.
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HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan and Phase IB and IC Testing
Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS)
Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Following discussions with the HiPOx system vendor, APTwater, Montrose proposes to conduct a test of
the HiPOx system equipment to evaluate the maximum achievable ozone dose over a period of 1 to 2
days. Following the equipment testing, Montrose will conduct two additional Phase 1 tests as described
below.

It is APTwater’s opinion that the short duration of the batch tests (60 minutes) performed to date may
be limiting the maximum achievable ozone dose at the HiPOx reactor. Therefore, to test the ozone
generation capability of the HiPOx system, groundwater will be recirculated through the HiPOx reactor
and back to the influent tanks in a repeating cycle for a period up to 2 days. The groundwater will not
be pumped through the air strippers, LGAC vessels, to the effluent tank, or discharged. There will no
collection of samples or measurement of treatment efficiency. The sole purpose for the test is to
monitor the concentration of ozone delivered to the HiPOx reactor over a period of time of sufficient
length to achieve the maximum ozone dose.

The influent tanks contain groundwater generated during TGRS extraction well sampling. Montrose
intends to use this water for testing the HiPOx system. The concentrations of VOCs and pCBSA in that
water will not be tested in advance as they are not relevant to the objective of this ozone generation
test. APTwater will treat the groundwater at the maximum ozone dose (est. 27.3 milligrams per liter
[mg/L]) and normal hydrogen peroxide ratio (est. 89 milliliters per minute or 38.0 mg/L). The HiPOx
system is based on the hydroxyl radical reaction:

203+ H,0, > 20He + 30,

The HiPOx system uses hydrogen peroxide (H,0,) above the stoichiometric level so that the ozone is
fully consumed by this reaction. Although some residual ozone will be present in the recirculated
groundwater, a more pronounced buildup of oxygen is expected. Tap water is not being used for this
test, and the amount of oxidant buildup in the recirculated groundwater will depend on several factors
including the volume of water treated, concentration of dissolved VOCs, and duration of the test (if run
for less than 48-hours). In any event, the influent tanks and HiPOx separator are vented to the ozone
destruct unit (heated catalyst) which is expected to effectively neutralize any residual ozone from the
vessel headspace.

APTwater has revised the programming of the HiPOx system HMI to electronically log both the ozone
concentration (% by weight) and oxygen production/quality (concentration and dewpoint) generated by
the system so the trend can be accurately monitored and recorded over time. APTwater, now a wholly
owned subsidiary of McWong Environmental Technology, is scheduled to inspect the HiPOx system the
week of April 6 to verify that the air/water separator and ozone destruct unit are in working order and
to modify the piping associated with the air release valve. Once the system is operational, APTwater
plans to run a short 30 min to 2 hour test to confirm that the PLC data logging has been successfully
completed. A firm start date for the 48 hour test will be established following that inspection and
subsequent maintenance, if any. EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in advance, and, up
to 5 days in advance of the start date for the HiPOx equipment test depending on contractor
availability.
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HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Phase 1B Test

If the HiPOx system is successful in achieving the target 27.3 mg/L ozone dose, Montrose will
immediately re-run the Phase 1 test (herein referred to as the Phase IB test) in accordance with the
previously approved Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan (i.e., no delay between HiPOx equipment test and
Phase 1B test). Groundwater will be extracted at the approved Phase 1 well flow rates and treated by
the HiPOx system operating at an ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L. The groundwater will additionally be
treated using air stripping and carbon adsorption, held in the Effluent and Utility Tanks, and sampled in
accordance with the approved Phase 1 test plan.

The TGRS extraction wells were sampled between March 11 and 26, 2015. Based on the results of those
samples and the approved Phase 1 flow rates, influent chlorobenzene (MCB) and para-chlorobenzene
sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations during the Phase 1B test are predicted as shown in the table below:

Extraction Well Sample Date Ti:i?ntl mcB PCBSA
(gpm) (ug/L) (ug/L)
UBA-EW-1 3/11/2015 25 140,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 3/12/2015 15 4,500 13,000
BF-EW-1 3/26/2015 42 16,000 120,000
BF-EW-2 3/11/2015 83 8,700 56,000
BF-EW-3 3/12/2015 80 2,100 15,000
BF-EW-4 3/11/2015 140 1,800 25,000
BF-EW-5 3/12/2015 15 42,000 130,000
G-EW-1 3/26/2015 125 1,100 13,000
G-EW-2 3/11/2015 30 2,900 34,000
G-EW-3 3/11/2015 25 640 4,800
G-EW-4 3/11/2015 120 2,000 24,000
Total 700
Flow-Weighted Average 9,274 54,183

Based on the results of the 2003 HiPOx field pilot test, an ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L is only expected to
reduce the pCBSA concentration from approximately 54,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L) to 36,000 ug/L
as shown in the graph below:

Page 2 of 6







HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California
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Based on the above analysis, the post-HiPOx pCBSA concentration is not expected to be below the
25,000 ug/L reinjection standard. If the LGAC vessels are unable to reduce the pCBSA concentration
below the reinjection standard, then the treated groundwater will need to be recirculated back to the
influent tanks for further HiPOx treatment prior to discharge.

The Phase 1B test will be conducted in accordance with the EPA-approved Phase 1 Functional Testing
Plan with the following exceptions:

e Influent Sample: At the request of APTwater, the influent sample will additionally be analyzed
for the following constituents:

Alkalinity by EPA 310.1

Total Dissolved Solids by EPA 160.1
Chemical Oxygen Demand by EPA 410.4
Iron and manganese by EPA 6020

Nitrate, sulfate, and chloride by EPA 300.0
Sulfide by SM 4500 S2-D

O O O O OO

e Post-HiPOx Sample: At the request of APTwater, the post-HiPOx sample will additionally be
analyzed for the following constituents:

0 Chemical Oxygen Demand by EPA 410.4
0 Residual ozone by field test kit
0 Residual hydrogen peroxide by field test kit
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All other aspects of the Phase 1B test will be identical to the EPA-approved Phase 1 Functional Testing
Plan. If the Post-LGAC/Effluent sample results are in compliance with the ROD reinjection standards and
with concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the Phase 1B test via the
injection wells.

Phase 1C Test

Following submission of the Phase 1B test results to EPA and the State, Montrose will re-run the Phase 1
test (herein referred to as Phase 1C) at modified extraction well flow rates. The well flow rates will be
modified at Montrose’s discretion to reduce the influent pCBSA concentration to less than the design
concentration of 40,000 ug/L. The treated groundwater will be held in the Effluent and Utility Tanks and
sampled in accordance with the approved Phase 1 test plan with the addition of an intermediate LGAC
sample (collected between LGAC vessels). The purpose of the Phase 1C test will be to demonstrate that
the HiPOx system can reduce pCBSA concentrations to less than 25,000 ug/L, under design conditions, in
advance of conducting the Phase 2 functional testing.

A pCBSA concentration of 630,000 ug/L was detected at UBA-EW-1 in March 2015. Although the pCBSA
concentration detected at UBA-EW-1 is comparable to concentrations previously detected at monitoring
well MW-1 (up to 770,000 ug/L), it is significantly above the concentration assumed in the Remedial
Design (60,000 ug/L) and previously detected at UBA-EW-1 in March 2013 (76,000 ug/L). For the
purpose of the Phase 1C test and based on the results of the March 2015 TGRS extraction well sampling,
Montrose proposes to reduce the extraction rate from UBA-EW-1 and increase the extraction rate from
UBA-EW-3, BF-EW-2, and BF-EW-3 as shown in the table below:

Extraction Well Sample Date Tirlf:l«tl McB PCBSA
(gpm) V (ug/L) (ug/L)
UBA-EW-1 3/11/2015 5 140,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 3/12/2015 25 4,500 13,000
BF-EW-1 3/26/2015 42 16,000 120,000
BF-EW-2 3/11/2015 88 8,700 56,000
BF-EW-3 3/12/2015 85 2,100 15,000
BF-EW-4 3/11/2015 140 1,800 25,000
BF-EW-5 3/12/2015 15 42,000 130,000
G-EW-1 3/26/2015 125 1,100 13,000
G-EW-2 3/11/2015 30 2,900 34,000
G-EW-3 3/11/2015 25 640 4,800
G-EW-4 3/11/2015 120 2,000 24,000
Total 700
Flow-Weighted Average 5,416 36,876
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(1) Montrose reserves the right to modify these flow rates based on data obtained during the
Phase 1B test and based on other well operational data. Montrose will notify EPA of any
changes in flow rate

At these modified flow rates, the influent pCBSA is approximately 37,000 ug/L which is within the
Remedial Design criteria. At an ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L, the HiPOx system is expected to reduce the
pCBSA concentration to approximately 22,000 ug/L as shown in the graph below:

HIPOXx Pilot Test
p-CBSA Concentrations vs. Ozone
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The Phase 1C test will be conducted in an identical manner as the Phase 1B test with the following
exceptions:

e Extraction Well Rates: The extraction well rates will be modified as discussed above in order to
reduce the influent pCBSA below 40,000 ug/L. Montrose is currently evaluating the impacts of
the modified well extraction rates over a longer operating period using the EPA-approved
groundwater flow model. The results of that evaluation will be shared with EPA and the State
upon completion.

e HiPOx System: Ozone generation at the HiPOx system will be optimized in advance of the Phase
1C test and based on the results of the 48-hour HiPOx equipment test. It may be necessary to
operate the ozone generator for a several hours, or longer in advance of the Phase 1C test in
order to achieve the maximum ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L.
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o Mid-LGAC Sample: As requested by EPA, a mid-LGAC groundwater sample will be collected
during the Phase 1C test (collected between LGAC vessels). The mid-LGAC sample will be
analyzed for VOCs by EPA 8260B, pCBSA by EPA 314 Modified, and arsenic by EPA 6020.

All other aspects of the Phase 1C test will be identical to the Phase 1B test. EPA and the State will be
notified at least 24 hours in advance, and up to 5 days in advance of the start date for the Phase 1C test,
depending on contractor availability.
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059






From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton. Dana; Yogi. David; Lyons, John
Subject: Canceled: Del Amo & Montrose pCBSA Discussions with Stakeholders (save the date)

Importance: High
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yodqi, David; Margand, Freya

Subject: Communicating with DAAC the TASC Scope of Work for Del Amo & Montrose
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 10:55:51 AM

Miranda, what TASC scope of work documents have been shared with DAAC? I'm struggling with
how to communicate the current workplan regarding the Phase IV of the VI Sampling (sampling
results) and the ongoing pCBSA conversations. I’'m not sure what we have shared or what we are

allowed to share.
Please advise,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Wetmore. Cynthia

To: Lyons, John; Barton. Dana; Yoai, David; Sanchez. Yolanda
Subject: Cynthia B"s email #2Fw: Additional Phase | testing
Date: Saturday, April 11, 2015 10:26:44 AM

From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:29 PM

To: Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN;
Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells;
Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov

Subject: Re: Additional Phase | testing

Until this issue is resolved please.

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:

The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
was left out. We are working on this with Amy Kyle. No of PCBSA

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>

wrote:

Hi Cynthia & Florence,

Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to

basically re-run the Phase | test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx

system. As you may recall, the purpose of Phase | is to demonstrate that

the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.

Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
maximum ozone production. The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
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Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
Phase | test two times. The first test will be the same as the previous
Phase | tests. However, the second test will be run with a changed
groundwater pumping rates. In my email last week about the recent
extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
extraction wells is significantly higher than expected. For the second
Phase | test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant. This influent
groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
used in the design.

EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but | don’t think
that will last for very long. | may get a better handle on how much longer
pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
from that mid-GAC sample.

We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase |
tests. Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
test it for contaminants. EPA will approve that the treated water will be
re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).

-Cynthia W.

<image002.png>

Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division

75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059

<HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf>






From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yodqi, David

Subject: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:30:02 PM

Attachments: CBPotential TASC Technical Assistance for Del Amo Montrose2.docx

pPCBSA March 30 - potential agenda items.docx

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful to
have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in a series
of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient with their
travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate each meeting, 2)
whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as technical comments or fact sheets
are needed (for example as the current project approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm or
tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pPCBSA agenda
topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Cynthia Babich -  Community Technical Needs:








Technology Screening  -2 meetings





Early Spring	Comprehensive Convening – Technology Review and looking forward





June		Site Specific


			DNAPL   PP


			Groundwater Treatment System – Existing Treatment Train


			Hi-Pox   pCBSA





Groundwater – 2 or 3 meetings





Early April	Anti-Degradation  


#1  Shared Vision for stakeholders, pCBSA Action level discussion, process layout with consultants


#2  Answer questions for the analysis (stakeholders) assign technical process pieces with consultant participation


				#3 Present back findings to stakeholder group





	Five Year Review T I Waiver Zone/Waste Pits – 2 meetings





EPA’s timeline		#1  Expectations and the Review Process


				#2  Engagement in the process





	Vapor Intrusion – 4 or more meetings


				#1  Sampling Results, plan for next steps


				#2  Soil Gas events/process/results


				#3  Monitoring system in place/future remediation’s oversight


#4  Updating on process, results, modifications, etc.  (maybe a monthly CAG meeting set up)






Example of series of monthly in-person meetings in Torrance on a regularly schedule (ie 3rd Thursday):


			


			April


			May


			June


			July





			Technology Screening


			Larger Groundwater Convening (non-EPA)





			1st Discussion: Review DNAPL and GW treatment technologies


			1st Discussion: Review DNAPL and GW treatment technologies 


			





			Groundwater


			Discuss Anti-Degradation process





			


			Review Anti-Degradation draft report





			





			Vapor Intrusion


			Review Air sampling results





			Discuss letter/fact sheet to share results


			Review soil gas sampling approach


			





			Five-Year Review


			


			Discuss Five-Year Review process





			


			Discuss Five-Year Review Draft Report
















pCBSA Discussions Continued


Potential Agenda Topics for March 30 – DRAFT 





Report Out on Action Items from February 17 Meeting


· EPA and SWRCB:  Update on Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results 


· EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC


· [bookmark: _GoBack]EPA: potential to enlist Dr. Amy Kyle, an independent toxicologist, though existing UC Berkeley grant. 


· DTSC:  Written summary of February 17 presentation on HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with using a fluidized bed reactor. 


· EPA: Results of 30-minute functional test.


Main Discussion Topics


· OEEHA Report: Provisional pCBSA 


· Process for Conducting Anti-Degradation Analysis 





Future Discussion


· Two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system





From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi. David
Subject: DA/M pCBSA - scheduling next call
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:26:24 PM

Hello Yolanda, Cynthia suggested putting out a save the date and doodle poll for March 30
and 31 for a follow up pCBSA call. I will be out of the office April 1-8, so if these dates don't
work, we may need to look at dates later in April. She also suggested focusing the call on the
anti-degradation analysis. Do you have any feed back on dates and topics before I reach out
to the group?

Thank you!

Miranda
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Yoqi. David
Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting




mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=473C34AE73994A4A8ACAFE6F03E0BAEB-SANCHEZ, YOLANDA

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:Chavira.Raymond@epa.gov

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov




From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Chavira, Raymond; Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: Barton, Dana; Yoai, David

Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting || Monday 4/6 at 1 PM (PT) in Lake Mead
Date: Sunday, April 05, 2015 2:38:31 PM

Attachments: pCBSA March 30 - potential agenda items.docx

TASC TO1 R9-Feb 17 2015 pCBSA call notes 3-23-15 FINAL 508.pdf

Cynthia/Ray, please let me know if you are able to join the meeting and/or need a call-in number.
Otherwise, | can catch you up on the conversation at a later time or at our next Tuesday team
meeting.

Attached are the notes from the Feb 17t pCBSA meeting and the draft suggested agenda for a
forthcoming meeting. | thought it would be helpful to discuss any follow-up items from the Feb

17t meeting and brainstorm suggested agenda items for a forthcoming meeting.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
Location: R9-Room-10314-8-LakeMead

Start: Mon 4/6/2015 1:00 PM

End: Mon 4/6/2015 2:00 PM

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Meeting organizer

Organizer: Sanchez, Yolanda

Required Attendees: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Yogi, David
Resources: R9-Room-10314-8-LakeMead

Categories: Montrose/Del Amo
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pCBSA Discussions Continued


Potential Agenda Topics for March 30 – DRAFT 





Report Out on Action Items from February 17 Meeting


· EPA and SWRCB:  Update on Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results 


· EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC


· [bookmark: _GoBack]EPA: potential to enlist Dr. Amy Kyle, an independent toxicologist, though existing UC Berkeley grant. 


· DTSC:  Written summary of February 17 presentation on HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with using a fluidized bed reactor. 


· EPA: Results of 30-minute functional test.


Main Discussion Topics


· OEEHA Report: Provisional pCBSA 


· Process for Conducting Anti-Degradation Analysis 





Future Discussion


· Two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system




Technical Assistance Services
for Communities

Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site
PCBSA Conference Call Meeting Notes

FINAL Summary Memo:
Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site
Del Amo Action Committee pCBSA Conference Call

Site Name: Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites
Site Location: Torrance, California

Meeting Date: February 17, 2015

Meeting Location: Conference Call

Participants: See Attachment 1

Introduction

Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC), and other interested community
groups and State agencies held a conference call with representatives from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on February 17, 2015 from 12 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. The
purpose of the meeting was to report progress on action items from the January 9, 2015 meeting
and determine a path forward to address concerns regarding parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid
(pCBSA) in the groundwater treatment plan for the the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites
in Torrance, California. Miranda Maupin of Skeo Solutions facilitated the meeting.
Representatives from the EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)
program provided technical assistance to DAAC during the meeting. Attachments include:

List of meeting participants

Meeting agenda

Summary of Drinking Water Well Sampling Results for pPCBSA

EPA’s proposed plan forward

Map of wells near Montrose Superfund Site

Map of reinjection wells in relation to the groundwater plume associated with the
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites

oakrwdE

Report out on Action Items from the January 9" Meeting
The meeting began with a report out on the following action items from the January 9" meeting
held in Torrance, California.

1. EPA and SWRCB DDW: Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs
Cynthia Wetmore (EPA) reported that EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking water
wells to the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites and both generated a non-detect result for
pCBSA. Shu-Fang Orr of the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water
(SWRCB DDW) added that the State took split samples from 6 operating drinking water wells
that were sent to both EPA and State labs and these showed non-detect for VOCs (including
cholorbenzene and trichloroethethylene [TCE]) and they are still waiting for pPCBSA results. (see
Attachment 2) Ms. Orr added in a follow up note, “In addition to the dual sample set collected
from 6 drinking water wells on January 28, 2015, the SWRCB DDW managed to sample one
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additional drinking water well located upstream of Montrose site on February 3. Samples
collected from the 7 drinking water wells tested ND (non-detect) for benzene, chlorobenzene and
TCE. | received the pCBSA test results from the CDPH-DWRL after the Feb 17 telephone
conference. pCBSA was also non-detect in the 7 drinking water wells. The CDPH-DWRL's
reporting limit for pCBSA is 2 ppb.”

Ms. Wetmore added that the WRD will be working with EPA to add pCSBA to their routine
semi-annual monitoring of WRD’s nested groundwater monitoring wells recommended by EPA.
The next sampling will be in April or May 2015. EPA plans to share the list of wells and
sampling plan with conference meeting participants. Dr. Wells (TASC) requested to review the
well construction details and sampling plan and suggested that it might be helpful to perform
depth-discrete sampling in these wells.

2. EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC
David Yogi (EPA) reported that EPA does not have a technical advisor with pCBSA expertise,
but will follow up with EPA Region 5.

3. DTSC: Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with
using a fluidized bed reactor.

Safouh Sayed (DTSC) reported that he reviewed the research on these technologies to estimate
treatment efficiency. Due to difficulty hearing Mr. Sayed’s presentation, he offered to share this
explanation in writing with call participants following the conference call.

Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) had a
question regarding the application of the research reviewed by Mr. Sayed to the site activities.
Mr. Sayed replied that this assumption is based on the research and would need to be tested in a
pilot at the site. Dr. Wells commented that Mr. Sayed’s research demonstrates that the
technology exists for a more efficient removal of pCBSA in the groundwater through the HiPOx
system. Florence Gharibian asked whether the carbon absorbtion worked effectively on the short
treatment. EPA explained that is was effective, but cost prohibitive.

4. SWRCB, California EPA: Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA Concentration for
Groundwater

Gina Solomon (California EPA) was not able to attend the conference call and update the call
participants on her work establishing a provisional pPCSBSA concentration. Barbara Lee from the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reported that Ms. Solomon is
currently working with Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to
develop a provisional pCBSA concentration for groundwater, likely available in the next few
months.

DAAC requested EPA to utilize the an existing EPA grant mechanism with Dr. Amy Kyle at UC
Berkeley to provide an unbiased 3™ party toxicologist to reviewof OEHHA’s provisional
pCBSA concentration for groundwater. Dana Barton (EPA) commented that EPA will follow-up
on exploring the existing EPA grant with UC Berkeley.
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DAAC voiced concerns that the process for developing a provisional pCBSA concentration for
groundwater should be transparent and involve the community. Barbara Lee (DTSC) confirmed
that EPA would not be working with OEHHA in the development of the provisional pCBSA
concentration for groundwater.

5. Los Angeles RWQCB: Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis

Sam Unger (LARWQCB) reported that EPA has offered to take the lead on the anti-degradation
analysis. Mr. Unger discussed that there is a list of anti-degradation analysis requirmenets that
need to be discussed and EPA will wait until the first pilot test is over to start work on the
antidegradation analysis. Dana Barton reported that EPA has received the anti-degradation
analysis guidance.

Mr. Unger explained that under the Federal Clean Water Act, water quality regulations state that
pristine surface water quality cannot be degraded unless an analysis is conducted that
demomstrates that the degradation is in benefit of the people of California.

Markus Neibanck (TASC) asked Mr. Unger to clarify the process of how EPA is now conducting
the anti-degradation analysis. Mr. Unger responded that the State does not have the resources to
conduct the analysis and that EPA offered assistance with guidance from the State. Dr. Wells
requested to review the outline of requirements for the anti-degradation analysis.

Phuong Ly of the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) asked Mr. Unger
if State waste discharge requirements (WDR) would be applicable if the reinjection took place
outside of the official Superfund site boundary. Sam Unger responded that his understanding is
that when the proposed reinjection site moved outside out of the technical impracticality (TI)
zone, the State’s anti-degradation policy applied, but Mr. Unger offered to confirm whether State
WDRs apply.

(See attachment 6 for map from 12/15/14 MACP State Presentation showing injections wells
outside contaminated plume area.)

Proposed Path Forward

Following the report out from the January 9" action items, EPA discussed their Proposed Path
Forward (see Attachment 4). Through the proposed path forward, EPA plans to conduct a 30-
minute functional test of the groundwater treatment system and share results with DAAC and
other conference call attendees. For the second phase of the proposed path forward, EPA plans to
conduct a full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system and share results with
DAAC and other conference call attendees. Following the complete functional test, EPA will
conduct the anti-degradation analysis in a manner consistent with California State Resolution 68-
16 (Phuong Ly later referred to this in her review as SWRCB Resolution 68-16 (State
Antidegradation Policy)) and with guidance from LARWQCB. The analysis will consider
whether the reinjection of treated groundwater containing pCBSA into the shallow aquifer is
consistent with the anti-degradation policy, and if so, at what level . The analysis will determine
whether reinjection will maintain the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to
the people of the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of the
shallow aquifer, and will not result in water quality less than prescribed in the State’s policies.
EPA will continue to work closely with the LARWQCB in preparing the anti-degradation
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analysis. (Phuong Ly referred to this in her review as SWRCB Resolution 68-16 (State
Antidegradation Policy)).

DAAC reminded call participants that if the anti-degradation analysis shows that reinjection is
not in compliance, alternatives will need to be evaluated. DAAC remains concerned that
reinjection prior to the anti-degradation analysis is making a determination after the fact.

Discussion Considerations

e John Lyons (EPA) commented that EPA needs to conduct the functional test to inform the
anti-degradation analysis.

e The LARWQCB had previously stated that an anti-degradation analysis was likely not
needed for the 5-day test. DAAC asked whether this is still the case considering that the “5-
day test” has now become a 10 to 12 day test.

e Barbara Lee (DTSC) responded that they are comfortable with proceeding with Phase 1, but
are waiting for the OEHHA provisional concentration for pCBSA and would like to see a
revised work plan before concurring with Phases 2 and 3.

e Enrique Manzanilla (EPA) commented that during the January 2015 meeting, EPA discussed
that they wanted to be able to: 1) test the groundwater treatment system to ensure that it
performs as designed and 2) adjust the parameters of the system and see how to maximize the
treatment of pPCBSA. EPA was hoping to perform these tests in order to inform the anti-
degradation analysis and evaluate the capability of the system.

e DAAC is comfortable with proceeding with the 30-minute test, but is still not comfortable
with the longer functional tests that do not contain the treated groundwater on site for
sampling before reinjecting.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) commented that it might be an easier path if the order was shifted so that
the anti-degradation analysis took place before the functional test. Dr. Wells believes that it
would inform what the ultimate target might be.

e Sam Unger (LARWQCB) commented that part of anti-degradation analysis requires
determination of the practicality of treatment and he concurs with EPA’s opinion that
performing the test would inform the anti-degradation analysis.

e DAAC believes that there is a fair amount of certainty that the HiPOx system could be
optimized for pCBSA and would like to have more information about this. DAAC believes
that the effects of pCBSA are being underestimated and finds that due to this uncertainty, it is
important to be cautious in regards to the groundwater treatment plan.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) remarked that the issue is not whether to run the functional test, but the
reinjection of pCBSA into the underlying aquifer. Dr. Wells asked that if research shows
liquid phase carbon is effective in treating pCBSA for a short period of time, is there any
possibility of using more carbon cannisters? Ms. Wetmore responded that EPA has explored
this and concluded that due to the amount of carbon needed, it would cost $800,000 to
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perform the functional test. Ms. Wetmore will share the cost estimate for this procedure with
Dr. Wells.

Al Sattler asked whether discharging effluent to the sewer system had been considered. EPA
responded that they had considered this, and it would cost about $100,000 to build a new
pipe and that the administrative issues could take up to a year.

Florence Gharibian asked a question about the carbon treatment portion of the treatment train
as it exists now based on the data we received showing non-detect for PCBSA after the short
test done using water hydrant water and some of the groundwater. Cynthia Wetmore
responded indicating that she did not think the carbon would continue to be as affective if
higher volumes of water were going through the treatment system.

Ms. Gharibian asked if a chemist could evaluate the process that resulted in the PCBSA in an
effort to increase our collective understanding of how the PCBSA is created as a result of the
manufacture of DDT. She requested to see a document regarding evaluation of treatment
technologies available.

A participant asked about whether the concentrations could be predicted with a model. Ms.
Wetmore responded that they do have a groundwater model of results over time, but not for a
short duration like a functional test.

DAAC asked what will happen if the flow rate of groundwater pumping is cut in half. Ms.
Wetmore responded that flow levels can be reduced, but not cut in half because of the need to
maintain hydraulic containment in the aquifer.

TASC suggested reconvening when the provisional pCBSA concentration is determined and
the workplan for Phase 2 or 3 have been released.

EPA commented that the workplans for Phases 2 and 3 are confidential due to the consent
decree enforcement process. EPA offered to meet with DAAC to discuss the confidentiality
issues.

Next Steps
The discussion concluded with the following next steps:

EPA will follow up with DAAC regarding an existing EPA grant with UC Berkeley,
regarding Dr. Amy Kyle, an independent toxicologist.

EPA will follow up regarding a technical advisor with pCBSA expertise.

EPA will share the final results of the six split samples and the updated routine drinking
water sampling plan before the next sampling event in April or May.

Safouh Sayed (DTSC) will send a written summary of his description of the groundwater
treatment system efficiency to meeting participants.

Cynthia Wetmore (EPA) will hold a call with TASC technical advisors to discuss technical
aspects of the functional tests in mid-March.

EPA will meet with DAAC to discuss confidentiality issues of the sharing of the workplan
for the functional test.
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e TASC will follow up with Gina Solomon (California EPA) on timing for the development of
the provisional pCBSA concentration.

e Dr. Wells (TASC) offered to review the sampling plan for the treatment of groundwater and
the outline of requirements for the anti-degradation analysis.

Unless otherwise noted, participants will report back on next steps prior to or during the next
conference call expected by the third week of March 2015.
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Attachment 1: Meeting Participants

First Last Organization/Affiliation

Cynthia Babich Del Amo Action Committee

Florence | Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee

Jane Williams California Communities Against Toxics

Al Sattler Sierra Club

Shu-Fang | Orr California State Water Resources Control Board
Paula Rasmussen Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Sam Unger Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Barbara Lee California Department of Toxic Substances Control
John Scandura California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Scott Warren California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Stewart Black California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Safouh Sayed California Department of Toxic Substances Control
Phuong Ly Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Steven John-Leonido | California Environmental Protection Agency
Cynthia Wetmore U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Dana Barton U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

David Yogi U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Enrique Manzanilla U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

John Lyons U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Yolanda | Sanchez U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

James Wells TASC (L. Everett and Associates)

Markus Niebanck TASC (Amicus Environmental)

Ana Vargas TASC (Skeo Solutions)

Miranda Maupin TASC (Skeo Solutions)
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Attachment 2: Agenda

Purpose:

12:00
12:10

1:00

1:30

2:00
2:30
3:00

AGENDA

Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar
Tuesday, February 17, 2015
12:00 - 3:00 p.m.

Report progress on action items from January 9'" meeting.

Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment
plan.

Welcome and Introductions

Report Out on Action Items from January 9 Meeting

EPA and SWRCB: Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs (see
Attachment 1)

WRD: Adding pCBSA to routine sampling program for monitoring wells

EPA: Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC

DTSC: Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies
with using a fluidized bed reactor.

Cal State WRB, Cal EPA: Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA
Concentration for Groundwater
State WQCB: Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis

Proposed Path Forward (see Attachment 2)

EPA to conduct 30-minute functional test of groundwater treatment system, share
results with team

EPA to conduct full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system,
share results with team

LARWQCB sent EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis

EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis (using functional test results)

State reviews Anti-Degradation Analysis for compliance

If not in compliance, evaluate alternatives

Considerations for Discussion

State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)

Discuss Avenues for Memorializing Steps Forward
Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles
Adjourn







Attachment 3: Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA
Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA

During the January 9 meeting, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Water
Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) and EPA committed to sample drinking
water wells identified in the presentation by WRD to confirm these wells were not currently
being impacted by pCBSA. On January 14, EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking
water wells. The State Water Resources Control Board followed-up by sampling six wells within
three miles.

The samples were analyzed using Method 314.0, which has a method detection limit of 0.46
ppb and reporting limit of 5 ppb. All wells tested reveled no pCBSA had entered the drinking
water supply, i.e., well data showed a “non-detect (ND)” for pCBSA. The following is chart
containing sampling data from those drinking water wells:

Date Description
1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015 City of Torrance Madrona Well #2
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 275-01
1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 279-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 277-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 215-01
1/28/2015 CWSC-Dominguez Well 298-01

As was noted in the meeting, however, if pCBSA were ever to be found in the treatment system
EPA would need to restructure its treatment plan as the site cleanup plan, or Record of Decision
(ROD) was constructed based on the idea that contaminants would not reach the drinking
wells. Further, while wells were sampled as a follow-up item to the January 9 meeting, EPA is
committed to working with WRD to maintain a regular sampling of these wells to ensure
drinking water supplies are safeguarded.
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Attachment 4: EPA’s Proposed Plan Forward
Proposed Path Forward

EPA proposes to move forward with the start-up of the treatment system initially through a
series of three chronological steps. Throughout each of these steps, EPA will commit itself to
provide reports and other information at a regular interval agreed on by EPA and the
community, and make itself available to meet with the community to update members on
activity progress.

1. Perform 30-minute Functional Test to Test Equipment

This test will evaluate how well the treatment system is able to treat contamination, but is
very short. The test will run for approximately 30 minutes, and all water treated by the
system will be held on-site in storage tanks until water can be sampled. This test was
conducted twice previously in December 2014, and levels of pCBSA and other contaminants
were found to be ND.

Test results will be submitted to EPA one week after completion, and EPA will send these
results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.

2. Conduct Functional Test
As discussed during the January 9t meeting, EPA has been working with California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Montrose to develop a workplan for
the functional testing of the treatment system. The workplan will outline the goals of this
“Functional Test,” which are to:

a. confirm that the treatment system successfully reduces the site Contaminants of

Concern (benzene, TCE, and chlorobenzene) to non-detect levels; and
b. determine the treatment system’s maximum capability for treating pCBSA.

EPA and the State have been conducting technical calls with Montrose to amend and
finalize the workplan for this Functional Test. The results of the Functional Test will be used
to conduct Step 3 of EPA’s plan, an Anti-Degradation Analysis.

The final Functional Test will take a few weeks, and will be conducted in compliance with
the workplan (described above). Though the test will span weeks, the elapsed running time
of the treatment system will be about 8 days total. Information from this Functional Test
will help confirm that the system is treating contaminants as intended in EPA’s site remedy.
Further, as Dr. Jim Wells, DAAC technical advisor, mentioned during the January 9 meeting,
this information will be necessary for the completion of the Anti-Degradation Analysis.

While such test represents reinjection without first an anti-degradation analysis, during the
January 9 meeting, Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LARWQCB) noted that as limited mass of pCBSA would be re-injected, there is no need for
an anti-degradation analysis for this test.
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Pre-final Functional Test results will be submitted to EPA two weeks after completion, and
EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.

3. Perform Anti-Degradation Analysis
EPA will conduct an Anti-Degradation Analysis consistent with California State Resolution
68-16 to get the information needed to ensure the reinjection of treated wastewater,
containing pCBSA, into the shallow aquifer does not further degrade the environment. This
analysis will be based on the state’s interpretation of Resolution 68-16, and will answer the
following questions:

e Is the receiving water considered “high-quality water?”

e Will the discharge cause degradation of the receiving water?

e If the discharge will cause degradation will it unreasonably affect the beneficial

uses?
e Does the remedy for pCBSA constitute “best practicable treatment or control”?
e |s the remedy to the maximum benefit of the people of the state?

The analysis will be conducted based on data from Final Functional Test and will utilize the
forthcoming OEHHA public health concentration. Based on current information, the OEHHA
public health concentration analysis is intended to be complete by the end of March 2015.

During the January 9 meeting, the state, which at the time was the lead agency for
conducting the Anti-Degradation Analysis, committed to involving the community in the
analysis process. EPA’s intent is to engage the community in a fashion equivalent to that the
state noted. Such involvement will include sharing preliminary reports and data at a
frequency agreed upon by EPA and the community, and hosting activities such as focused
workshops with DAAC and other community members. EPA proposes to hold another
meeting with DAAC and the State to discuss the process and steps for involving the
community.
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Attachment 5 — Map of Wells near Montrose
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Attachment 6 — Injection wells in relation to plume (From 12/15/14 MACP State Presentation)
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Attachment 7

Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS)
Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Objective

The objective of this short-term test is to demonstrate that the TGRS system is capable of reducing
dissolved para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations to below the reinjection standard
under the Record of Decision (25 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) exclusive of any benefit offered by the new
carbon in the liquid-phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) vessels. pCBSA concentrations of 23 and 31
mg/L were detected after air stripping during the first and second functional tests conducted on
December 1 and 15, 2014, respectively. However, some of the ozone generation cells did not work
properly during the second functional test, resulting in an ozone dose approximately 12% below target
levels. The faulty ozone generation cells have since been repaired. Although the new carbon reduced
pCBSA concentrations below the reinjection standard during the second functional test, the benefit
offered by this carbon is not expected to be long lasting based on previous bench testing results.
Therefore, prior to longer term testing, another short functional test will be conducted to ensure that the
new TGRS system can achieve the 25 mg/L pCBSA injection standard under this short-term test.

Parameters
The parameters for the Phase 1 functional test are defined as follows:

e Extraction Well Flow Rates = same as first functional test (see table below)
e Total Target Flow Rate = 700 gallons per minute (gpm)

e Target Ozone Dose = 26 to 27 mg/L

e Air Stripping Configuration = two in parallel, as designed

Proposed Extraction Well Flow Rates

well Flow

(gpm)
UBA-EW-1 25
UBA-EW-3 15
MBFB-EW-1 0
BF-EW-1 42
BF-EW-2 83
BF-EW-3 80
BF-EW-4 140
BF-EW-5 15
G-EW-1 125
G-EW-2 30
G-EW-3 25
G-EW-4 120
Total 700

With the exception of the ozone dose, the above parameters are identical to the first functional test
conducted on December 1, 2014. For the proposed Phase 1 test, the ozone dose will be increased to the
maximum or near maximum concentration feasible using the ozone generator. The treated groundwater
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Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

generated during the Phase 1 test will not be discharged and held on site pending laboratory results
confirming that chemical concentrations were reduced in compliance with the ROD’s reinjection
standards. Laboratory results will be submitted simultaneously to EPA and the State. If the laboratory
results demonstrate that the pCBSA concentration meets the 25 mg/L injection standard and with
concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the Phase 1 testing via the injection
wells.

Duration

The duration of the Phase 1 test will be between 30 and 60 minutes. Effluent holding Tank 3770 and
Utility Tank 3750 have a combined capacity of 50,000 gallons. Assuming that both of these tanks are used
to temporarily contain the treated groundwater (up to 85% of the tank capacity), the maximum duration
of this test will be 60 minutes at 700 gpm. This duration is sufficient to overcome the entrained capacity
of the process vessels and build up the ozone concentration to the target dose.

Sampling

Representative groundwater samples will be collected from the influent, after HiPOx, after air stripping,
after LGAC, and from the effluent tank. Representative vapor samples will be collected from the VGAC
influent and discharge stack. The groundwater and vapor samples will be analyzed as follows:

VOCs SVOCs pCBSA Metals Arsenic | Pesticides TOC VOCs

Sample EPA EPA EPA EPA 6010B EPA EPA EPA EPA

8260B* 8270C 314.0M | and 7470A 6020 8081A 415.1 TO-15

Groundwater
Influent X X X X
Post-HiPOx X X X X
Po§t-A|r X X X
Stripper
Post-LGAC X X X X X X
Effluent Tank X
Vapor

VGAC Influent X
Discharge X
Stack

!Including fuel oxygenates

Analysis of the groundwater samples will focus on dissolved VOCs (including TBA), pCBSA, and arsenic.
The influent and post-HiPOx samples will additionally be tested for Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to support
evaluation of oxidant demand for the HiPOx system. The post-LGAC groundwater sample will be tested
for the full suite of chemicals with established reinjection standards. The effluent tank sample will be
tested for pCBSA at the request of the State. The samples will be analyzed on standard 5-day turnaround.
In addition to the laboratory analysis, groundwater pH, dissolved oxygen, and chemical oxygen demand
will be measured in the field at all four sample locations using calibrated water quality instruments.

Page 2 of 3







Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California

Discharge of Existing Water

The effluent and utility tanks are currently holding approximately 40,000 gallons of treated groundwater
generated during the second functional test conducted on December 15, 2014. That groundwater meets
the injection standard for pCBSA (less than 25,000 ug/L) and only two volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
were detected (12 ug/L tert-butyl-alcohol [TBA] and 3.9J ug/L acetone). There is no state or federal
maximum contaminant level (MCL) for TBA or acetone, but there is a state action level of 12 ug/L for TBA.
Prior to conducting the Phase 1 functional test, a verification sample of the treated groundwater from the
second functional test will be collected and analyzed for pCBSA. Laboratory results will be submitted
simultaneously to EPA and the State. If the verification sample confirms that pCBSA is below the injection
standard and with concurrence from EPA, the treated groundwater will be pumped to the TGRS injection
wells.

Schedule and Reporting

Following EPA and State approval, the Phase 1 functional testing will be scheduled. All field activities can
be completed in a single day, and only one to two days of advance planning will be required to coordinate
resources and sampling supplies. Once established, EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in
advance of the Phase 1 functional testing schedule.

Laboratory analysis of the Phase 1 functional testing samples will take approximately five business days.
Upon receipt, the laboratory results and associated field parameters will be tabulated. Following review
by Montrose, the results table and laboratory report will be submitted to EPA and the State. Given the
limited nature of the Phase 1 functional testing, no additional reporting is required for this test.
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Yoqi. David
Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Chavira, Raymond

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia; Yoqi, David; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Barton, Dana

Subject: Del Amo & Montrose Superfund sites TASC comments on groundwater assessment and remediation plans

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 5:05:29 PM

Attachments: TASC R9-Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Groundwater Technical Comments Final 5-3-13 with fiqures
(1).pdf

Ray,

Skeo Solutions is the company who was awarded the Technical Assistance Services for Communities
(TASC) contract.

Attached are the comments from the Skeo technical advisors for the Del Amo Action Committee
(DAAC) called “Review of Groundwater and Remediation Plans Montrose and Del Amo Superfund

Sites”. The document is dated April 2013. At the January 9th PCBSA discussion, the Skeo technical
advisor (Markus) reminded us that they were waiting for an EPA response on the comments. |
would really like to have an update on this action item at the next pCBSA meeting (to be scheduled
in April).

As discussed today, please cc me on any emails to Skeo Solutions and their subcontracted technical
advisors. Or, feel free to send emails through me.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: MARTINEZ, YARISSA

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Cc: Barton, Dana

Subject: FW: Quick favor

These comments were sent to us and have been left unanswered. We tried to come up with draft
responses, so we may have an update soon (but they are not done)... TASC/DAAC brings them up
whenever we meet.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Friday, January 09, 2015 3:00 PM

To: YM
Cc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: Re: Quick favor

Hi Yarissa, here they are!
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Review of Groundwater Assessment and Remediation Plans
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites
Los Angeles, CA
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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present a review of historical groundwater data and monitoring
work plans as well as a review of the schedule and plans for groundwater treatment plant
construction in association with groundwater contamination beneath and around the Del Amo
and Montrose Superfund Sites in Los Angeles, California.

The history of development and operation and a summary of environmental response action are
presented in Sections 2.0 — 6.0 of this report as context for the technical comments. The technical
comments address cleanup-related decisions and current actions being taken with respect to
groundwater remediation. In Section 7.0 the report summarizes aspects of the groundwater
remediation that are potentially of community concern or for which additional information
appears to be needed. These aspects are discussed in context in the preceding sections of this
report.

This report is provided by EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)
program, which is implemented by independent technical and environmental consultants. Its
contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of EPA. This report is being
provided to the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and other members of the community
neighboring the Montrose and Del Amo sites.

2.0 History of Development and Operation of the Montrose and Del Amo Sites

Montrose Site

The 13-acre Montrose site is located at 20201 South Normandie Avenue in unincorporated Los
Angeles County, just north of the Los Angeles County line near the town of Torrance. The
Montrose site is neighbored to the east by the Del Amo Superfund Site. A residential community
occupies the land immediately southeast of the Montrose site and is divided between County and
City.

Montrose began operations at the property in 1947 and until its termination in 1982 produced
large quantities of the chemical DDT (dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) for off-site
transportation and sale. DDT was detected in soil and groundwater beneath the former industrial
operation at about the time plant operations were discontinued.

Contamination beneath the Montrose site consists primarily of DDT production-related
contaminants detected in soil, soil vapor and groundwater.







Del Amo Site

Prior to the 1940s, the Del Amo property and surrounding land was lightly developed and
primarily agricultural. Between 1942 and 1943 a 300-acre synthetic rubber complex was
constructed on the property. Operated initially by contractors to the United States government,
the plant was sold in 1972 to Shell Oil Company, who operated it until its decommissioning and
redevelopment as a business park in the early 1970s.

During its period of operation, the synthetic rubber plant consisted of three interrelated process
plants: a butadiene plant, a styrene plant and a copolymer plant where butadiene and styrene
were combined to produce synthetic rubber. Raw materials for the rubber production process
(mainly benzene and acids and various catalysts) were delivered by truck and rail, stored
primarily in aboveground tanks, and transferred to process areas by pipeline. Process wastes
were reportedly treated on the property, with effluent directed to the municipal sewer system and
evaporation ponds/disposal impoundments (“waste pits”). The Waste Pit Area included four
unlined evaporation ponds for agueous waste and six unlined waste pits for more viscous process
waste (Dames and Moore, 1998). As reported in project technical documents, waste materials in
these pits and ponds are characterized by high concentrations of aromatic volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), principally benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene, and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS), principally naphthalene.

3.0 Hydrogeologic Setting

As described in the 1998 Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study (JGWFS), the Del Amo and
Montrose sites are located in the West Coast Groundwater Basin, a northwest-southwest elongate
sub-basin of the larger Los Angeles Coastal Groundwater Basin. The West Coast Basin, formed
by a depression in underlying igneous and metamorphic “basement” rock, is filled with up to
13,000 feet of unconsolidated sediments.

The ancient valley was filled with sediments deposited in lake and ocean settings, which resulted
in zones of coarse-grained sediments (gravel and sand) interbedded with more fine-grained (silt
and clay) units. Groundwater is present in these layers, with the depth to first groundwater most
recently measured in the Upper Bellflower Aquitard (referred to also as the Water Table Unit) at
approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs).

The layers, or units, beneath and in the vicinity of the Superfund sites are discussed in the
technical reports in relation to their different properties (primarily sediment grain size and
depositional characteristics). Groundwater-saturated units beneath the subject sites (from
shallowest to deepest) include:

Bellflower Aquitard (divided into Upper, Middle and Lower units)
Gage Aquifer

Gage-Lynwood Aquitard

Lynwood Aquifer

According to research documented in the JGWFS, the Lynwood Aquifer is encountered at depth
of approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 375 feet bgs.







Contamination has been detected in each of the sedimentary units identified above. The
concentration and lateral extent of the affected area varies by unit as a function of nearness to the
source of contamination and how porous the unit is.

4.0 Source Areas and Dissolved Contaminant Plumes

For purposes of case administration, EPA elected to sub-divide the Montrose and Del Amo sites
into a number of Operable Units (OU). Such a sub-division is customary at complex sites where
it is believed separation will enable a more focused and protective overall response. Due to the
fact that the affected groundwater flowing beneath the two sites comes together south of the
Montrose and Del Amo site boundaries, EPA determined that a response action that addressed
groundwater in its totality, irrespective the contaminant or its source, would be the most effective
mitigation strategy. Accordingly, the Joint Groundwater OU was established in the late 1990s.

Source Areas

The primary source areas at the Montrose and Del Amo properties are those process areas where
chemicals were initially released to the soil and groundwater beneath the respective plant
properties. Concentrations of contaminants are typically highest in these areas. The attribute
referred to in the literature as “secondary” sources of contamination includes those areas where
NAPL (non-aqueous phase liquid), process chemicals in their pure form (not dissolved in
groundwater) are abundantly present. These areas contain both LNAPL (NAPL that is lighter
than water and floats) and DNAPL (NAPL that is denser and sinks through groundwater).

NAPL in the subsurface is termed a secondary source of contamination due to its long-term
contribution of contamination to groundwater. As long as abundant NAPL remains in the
subsurface, the dimensions and concentrations of areas of groundwater contamination will not
diminish to any substantial degree. Accordingly, the NAPL has been the subject of evaluation
and mitigation planning, with NAPL removal efforts at the Del Amo and Montrose sites
anticipated to begin in the coming years.

Source area NAPL beneath the Montrose and Del Amo properties is addressed in each individual
OU rather than in the Joint Groundwater Operable Unit. With the exception of NAPL measured
in historic Del Amo monitoring well XP-01 south of the Del Amo property line (near the
intersection of 204th Street and Berendo Avenue), NAPL occurrence appears restricted to the
Montrose and Del Amo properties. According to the Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation
Report (Dames and Moore, 1998), the NAPL measured in XP-01 (formerly designated P-1) is “a
complex petroleum product likely associated with one or more petroleum pipelines in the
vicinity, and unrelated to the Del Amo plant site.” The report notes that the occurrence of NAPL
in XP-01 was investigated and documented in the report entitled Focused Investigation of Non-
Agqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1 (Dames and Moore, 1992) and in letters to EPA.
The 1998 Remedial Investigation report does not describe what actions were taken by EPA, if
any, to notify California regulatory agencies of the discovery of NAPL contamination apparently
unrelated to the Del Amo site.

Dissolved Contaminant Plumes








The nature and extent of groundwater contamination is studied most comprehensively in the
1998 JGWFS. As documented in the JGWFS, groundwater beneath and downgradient from the
Montrose and Del Amo sites contains concentrations of historic industrial process-related
contamination. The contaminants emanating from the respective properties are different, with the
Montrose contaminant “plume” consisting primarily of monochlorobenzene (MCB) and para-
chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA), and the Del Amo plume comprised mainly of benzene and
chlorinated solvents.

Groundwater samples have been collected periodically over the course of the individual and joint
investigations. The most recent sampling events at the respective sites were conducted in 2012.
Prior relatively recent sampling events occurred in 2006 and 2009. The magnitude and extent of
the various contaminant plumes and their trends in concentration and dimension over time is
discussed below.

Chlorobenzene (MCB)

According to data presented in the most recent groundwater monitoring report, concentrations of
MCB are highest in the upper units of the Bellflower aquitard and diminish with depth. The
lateral distribution varies with depth, with MCB migrating furthest south/southeast in the
Bellflower sand (to a distance approximately 4,800 feet from the Montrose site). MCB is shown
to have migrated nearly as far in the Gage Aquifer (4,300 feet from the Montrose site).
Relatively low concentrations of MCB have been measured in the Lynwood Aquifer in a
monitoring well located on the Montrose property. Figures showing the most recent
measurements of concentration and distribution are presented in the AECOM 2012 Groundwater
Monitoring Report.

pCBSA

Concentrations of pCBSA have been detected in the same sedimentologic units as MCB, though
at higher concentrations and at greater distances from the source. pCBSA has been shown to
have migrated approximately 5,400 feet downgradient of the Montrose site in the Bellflower
sand and approximately 8,200 feet in the underlying Gage Aquifer.

Benzene

As documented in the recent groundwater monitoring report (URS, 2012), groundwater with
concentrations of dissolved benzene occurs primarily on the Del Amo site or in areas proximal to
the downgradient property boundary in all affected sedimentologic units. It should be noted that
the figures depicting the extent of the benzene plume in this recent monitoring report incorporate
data points from samples collected many years ago. Therefore, care should be taken in
interpreting these diagrams (URS benzene in groundwater attached as Figure 1).

Trichloroethene (TCE)

TCE plumes exist beneath both the Montrose and Del Amo sites, though the plumes do not
appear to be related to a common source. The nature and distribution of TCE in groundwater
beneath and in the vicinity of the Del Amo site is less well understood than other process-related
contaminants. As stated in the recent monitoring report (URS 2012), “TCE is not known to have
been used at the plant site, and thus plant site related source areas and associated plumes have







not been identified.” Project technical documents show that the majority of TCE-affected
groundwater is confined to the Montrose and Del Amo property boundaries.

Technical Impracticability Zone

A Technical Impracticability Zone (T1 Zone), sometimes also described as a “containment zone,”
was established at the Montrose and Del Amo sites in the 1999 EPA Record of Decision (ROD)
for the JGWFS. The Tl Zone was established as an administrative tool for the management of
NAPL (DNAPL at Montrose and LNAPL at Del Amo), as its complete removal at the time
seemed “impracticable.” The boundary for the Tl Zone was drawn a distance from the NAPL
(which occurs only in the subsurface at the Montrose and Del Amo sites) into the surrounding
residential community. The NAPL at the Montrose and Del Amo sites had not yet been
comprehensively studied at the time the ROD was prepared.

In establishing the T1 Zone at the Montrose and Del Amo sites, EPA relied upon its 1993
technical document entitled “Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of
Groundwater Restoration” (U.S. EPA, 1993). The 1993 guidance relies on studies and data
produced in the years prior to 1993.

EPA described the rationale for the T1 Zone in the ROD, stating:

“EPA has recognized that much of the groundwater at the Joint Site can be restored... In order
to do so, a zone of dissolved phase contamination in groundwater surrounding the NAPL must be
contained, thereby isolating the NAPL.”

The rationale was further described in ROD Section 10.2 (Summary of Why NAPL Areas
Cannot Be Restored to Drinking Water Standards):

... it will not be practicable to remove enough (virtually all) DNAPL so as to attain drinking
water standards in the immediate vicinity of the DNAPL.”

It is noted that in ROD Section 10.4 (Extent and Configuration of the Tl Waiver Zone) EPA
describes proposals by parties to extend the boundaries of the TI1 Zone (TI Zone and “T1 Waiver”
are used interchangeably in the technical documents) to encompass the entire dissolved
contaminant plume. EPA rejected these proposals, stating in the ROD that this *““clearly would
have been an inappropriate use of a Tl waiver because, regardless of any relative difficulties or
risks which might exist in attempting to restore groundwater in the downgradient portions of the
plume, it is technically practicable to do so and to do so without compromising the objectives of
the remedial action.”

5.0 Feasibility Study and Record of Decision

Feasibility Study

As described previously, the 1998 JGWFS examined the physical and spatial characteristics of
the dissolved contaminant plume. The report also evaluated a series of potentially viable
remedial options, including:

1. No Action - this is a remedial alternative that rarely can be demonstrated to accomplish







remedial objectives but which must be studied in accordance with statutory requirements.

2. Institutional Controls — these involve restrictive covenants that prohibit activities that
would result in human contact with contaminated groundwater.

3. Containment

4. Removal (includes an evaluation of treatment and disposal options for removed
groundwater)

5. In-situ Treatment

Options were examined in greater detail upon acknowledgement of potential feasibility, both
with respect to the remedial process itself and applicability to the various contaminant plumes
and their area of commingling. The process combination found by the JGWFS to be most
appropriate (Alternative 2) involves groundwater extraction, treatment and reinjection. It should
be noted that groundwater extraction from installed wells is seen in the JGWFS Alternative 2
scenario to be necessary only in the areas of chlorobenzene and TCE contamination. The
containment/strength reduction goals for the benzene plume beneath the central and south central
portion of the Del Amo property are seen as attainable by relying on natural forces
(biodegradation) alone.

Over the course of the years since EPA issued the JGWFS, consultants for Montrose and Del
Amo conducted a variety of pilot extraction and treatability studies designed to study issues such
as optimum extraction well configuration and above-ground treatment system design. The results
of these studies were published in a variety of reports, the most recent being the Revised Basis of
Design Report (Geosyntec, 2012).

Record of Decision

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the dual-site groundwater OU was signed in 1999. The ROD
affirms Alternative 2 as the appropriate mitigation measure, and describes in detail both remedial
objectives and the means for their attainment for the MCB, benzene and TCE plumes. With
respect to the TCE plume, the ROD states:

“Containment of the TCE in the NAPL containment zone shall be partially accomplished by
hydraulic extraction of groundwater from one or more extraction wells...”

The ROD also requires remedy monitoring and the preparation of a Monitoring Plan. As stated
by EPA, the monitoring is required to (among other things) ensure that contaminants within the
containment zone have not left the zone, allow the evaluation of the effectiveness of the partial
containment of the TCE plume by hydraulic extraction, verify the zones of capture of extraction
wells and the radii of influence of extraction and injection wells, and measure the continued
reliability of intrinsic biodegradation to contain the benzene plume.

6.0 Remedial Measures Design and Implementation

As described above, the selected remedial alternative for the joint groundwater OU is comprised
of a groundwater extraction component, a contaminant treatment/destruction component and a
treated fluids reinjection component. The extraction and reinjection components are discussed
here.







It should be noted that the remedial design plans described below only speak to the mitigation of
the MCB plume. With regard to benzene and TCE, the report states that:

“The benzene plume, as defined in the ROD, is being addressed largely by monitored natural
attenuation, and the ROD requirements for the TCE plume will be addressed separately.”

The JGWES and the ROD both included TCE as a contaminant to be addressed by the joint-
groundwater remedial action plan. The basis for deferring action with respect to TCE is not
elaborated upon in the design documents reviewed below.

Extraction and Injection Components

The number, depth and location of the extraction well network presented in the Revised Basis of
Design (RBOD) was based on data collected during pumping tests and computer modeling
conducted in the period following completion of the JGWFS. As shown in Figure 2 attached
(Figure 2 from the RBOD), the extraction well network consists of 14 wells completed at various
depths near and downgradient from the Montrose facility along the trend of the dissolved MCB
plume. Wells are located mainly in public rights of way or on private property (Table 4-3 in the
RBOD lists location and ownership information for each extraction/injection well location).
Project documents, including the Hargis Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of
Design for Planned Extraction and Injection Wells (2009), indicate that most injection wells are
six to eight inches in diameter and most extraction wells 10 to 12 inches in diameter.

Wells are planned to be completed in pre-cast concrete vaults with traffic-rated watertight
covers. The design drawings for the vaults were not provided in the RBOD (they are to be
furnished at a later date). As with the vaults and other system components, no design drawings
are provided for the transfer piping planned to connect the extraction wells to the treatment
compound. This approximately 13,000 linear foot influent piping run is to be constructed of
double-walled High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) conduit. The ROPB indicates that most of
this piping will be underground (mostly beneath surface street rights of way). The line will be
emplaced in trenches or jacked (tunneled) beneath roadways or areas of shallow utilities where
trenching is impractical.

The RBOD does not mention or describe plans for monitoring influent piping integrity (such as
with in-pipe sensors or visual monitoring stations for leak detection) and it is unclear if such
plans exist. Similarly, the RBOD does not describe design measures incorporated to allow the
connection of additional extraction wells and piping should the monitoring required by the ROD
indicate that changes are needed. Effluent (treated water) piping connecting the treatment system
to injection wells is to be constructed of single-wall HDPE. As with the influent piping corridor,
most effluent piping is to be constructed beneath public rights of way.

It is noted that with the exception of pCBSA, contaminants in groundwater are to be substantially
removed by treatment equipment prior to effluent reintroduction to the subsurface via injection.
The effluent concentration goal for pCBSA is 25,000 micrograms/liter (parts per billion). This
goal is reported to have been established in cooperation with the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), though no written record of this concurrence is referenced in
project documents (the record apparently is of an oral communication in the late 1990s).







Monitoring Component

The ROD establishes the importance of remedy monitoring and optimization. With respect to
monitoring, the RBOD speaks only to monitoring to be conducted in association with the
evaluation of potential environmental and public health impacts. The RBOD does not contain
any details with respect to how this monitoring is to be conducted, offering a more general
statement as follows:

“In general, potential impacts will be addressed in future design reports, subsequent
construction documents, or the Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Manual to be
developed for operation and maintenance of the remedial system.”

With respect to the optimization of the hydraulic (extraction and injection) process, the RBOD
indicates an intention to optimize, without describing the means by which specific system
attributes will be monitored to inform optimization measures. With respect to the concept of
optimization, the RBOD states:

“The wellfield and relative pumping rates of the wells will be optimized to limit the lateral and
vertical migration of contaminants and to maximize containment during remedial action. This
optimization will be conducted in accordance with the requirements and provisions of the ROD.”

It is noted also that the RBOD contains no description of air monitoring to be conducted during
remediation system startup or operation.

Treatment System Compound
The treatment system equipment compound is to be located on the Montrose site as shown in
Figure 2 attached.

The RBOD references a 2003 treatment plant siting evaluation that documents decision-making
criteria for plant alternative siting and final location selection. The RBOD does not summarize
the 2003 evaluation. A drawing of the treatment system compound is presented in the Wellfield
and Treatment System Performance Plan (AECOM, 2012) and is attached here as Figure 3 for
convenience.

The major treatment system components are described by AECOM and are reiterated for
reference here:

* An advanced oxidation system (“HiPOXx”);

* An air stripper system consisting of three air strippers;

» Aliquid-phase granular activated carbon (“LGAC”) adsorber system;

» A vapor-phase granular activated carbon (“VVGAC”) adsorber system; and
* A post-treatment filtration system.







According to the AECOM Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Plan, once the
functional aspects of the remediation system have been installed and inspected, the performance
of the system in treating dissolved-phase contamination will be evaluated. The Performance Plan
does not mention or describe perimeter fugitive vapor monitoring to be conducted during system
startup.

Construction Management

A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by AECOM describing construction and
construction management protocols and procedures to be adhered to during system deployment.
Elements of the management plan include:

* Section 3: Access

* Section 4: Site Security

* Section 5: Ground Disturbance Protocols

* Section 6: Air Monitoring and Dust Controls

* Section 7: Noise Control

» Section 8: Contingency for Hazardous Materials
* Section 9: Waste Management

* Section 10: Reporting

7.0 Technical Comments

This review found the description in the major groundwater documents of the nature and extent
of groundwater contamination to be adequate for the evaluation of remediation options and the
selection of the most appropriate remedial alternative for groundwater cleanup. With the
exception of the comment pertaining to the pCBSA reinjection standard (which applies to both
the JGWFS, ROD and remediation documents) TASC has no comments with respect to the
groundwater documentation.

TASC provides the following technical comments for the technical documents associated with
plans for remedial action for the joint groundwater plume at the Montrose and Del Amo
Superfund Sites:

1) While specifically called for in the JGWFS and ROD, the current plans for groundwater
remediation do not address dissolved TCE contamination. Reports note that TCE will be
addressed separately. It would help the community if future reports included greater detail as to
plans and timelines for TCE remediation.

2) The plan for remedy monitoring is integral to the consideration of remedy design. As
specified by the ROD, the plan for monitoring should be prepared in the near future. It would be
helpful to the community if the relationship between monitoring and contingency
planning/implementation is clearly articulated in the monitoring document when it is issued.

3) A plan for monitoring of the secondary containment for influent piping should be
incorporated into the RBOD or document describing methodology for system monitoring.







4) To ensure the safety and confidence of residents of the nearby commercial and residential
communities, a plan for treatment system perimeter air monitoring should be incorporated into
the longer term operations and maintenance planning documents planned for publication.

5) The 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for pCBSA in treated groundwater is said to have been
established with RWQCB concurrence in the late 1990s. Reference to an RWQCB letter is
posted to the Del Amo Administrative Record (February 11, 1998), but no information as to the
content of this letter or the RWQCB position can be determined from this reference. Standards
for the protection of water resources have changed markedly over the past 15 years. For the sake
of ensuring compliance with the most appropriate California regulations and protective standards
TASC recommends that assurance be gained from the RWQCB that the 25,000 ppb reinjection
standard remains acceptable to that agency.

6) The configuration of the Tl Zone should be reconsidered in light of the planned JGWFS
remedial action and the contemplated DNAPL remediation. At the time the TI Zone was initially
created neither remedial action had been described. Further, NAPL remediation technology has
advanced substantially since the late 1980s, the period for which technical information was
largely derived for guidance documents relied upon during establishment of the Montrose/Del
Amo TI Zone. A stated objective of the Tl Zone-creation process is the establishment and
maintenance of as small a T1 as possible, and given that the neighboring residential community
could benefit from a reduction of the zone from its current configuration (to one that is as small
as practically possible), considering T1 Zone reconfiguration options would be beneficial to all
involved.

7) EPA should confirm that the NAPL documented by Dames and Moore to be present in
former monitoring well P-1 (now designated XP-01) was reported to the appropriate California
regulatory agencies and that action was taken to identify responsible parties (suggested by
Dames and Moore to be pipeline operators) and direct appropriate investigative and remedial
activities.

8.0 Documents Reviewed
AECOM, 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.

AECOM, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.
AECOM, Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan. 2012.
AECOM, Site Management Plan, TGRS Construction, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.

CH2MHill, Final Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study for the Montrose and Del Amo Sites.
1998.

Dames and Moore, Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report. 1998.
Dames and Moore, Focused Investigation of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1.

1992.
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Geosyntec, Revised Basis of Design Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Site. 2012.

Hargis and Associates, Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of Planned Extraction
and Injection Wells. 2009.

URS, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose
Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites. 2012.

U. S. EPA, Record of Decision for Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical
and Del Amo Superfund Sites, Volume I: Declaration and Decision Summary. 1999.

U. S. EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration
1993.
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Figure 1- Dissolved Benzene Distribution — Water Table Zone (URS, 2012)
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Figure 2- Groundwater Remedy Infrastructure (Geosyntec, 2012)
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Figure 3- Treatment Plant Site Plan (Geosyntec, 2012)
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Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:23 PM, YM <yarissaaymee@yahoo.com> wrote:
Miranda can you send me Markus comments on the GW system that are still unanswered,

dated 2013.
Trying to work something out of the office here!

Happy Connecting. Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S® 5 Sport
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi. David
Subject: Draft Agenda for 3/16 TASC Del Amo Montrose Check-in
Date: Friday, March 13, 2015 10:14:06 AM

Hello all, here is a draft list of agenda items for our check-in call on Monday at 10am:

- scheduling Wetmore Functional Test Review (Thursday anytime after 10:30?)
- March 30 pCBSA discussion (logistics and agenda items)

- timing for new or revised pCBSA TD (Feb 12 call and upcoming activities)

- EPA comments on Feb 12 pCBSA notes

- VI Sampling status and timing of TASC involvement

- EPA comments on Jan 27 VI notes (from

- digital copy of old DA/M project schedule

- other?

Looking forward to touching base!

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Manzanilla, Enrigue

To: Lyons, John; Stralka, Daniel

Cc: Zito, Kelly; Guria, Peter; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton, Dana; Yoaqi, David; Jolish, Taly; Minor
Dustin; Moore. Letitia

Subject: FW: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols

Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:12:46 PM

PCBSa

From: Cal EPA / OEHHA [mailto:Imonserr@oehha.ca.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:07 PM

To: Manzanilla, Enrique

Subject: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols

2]
News from OEHHA

Drinking Water - Public health protective concentration for para-chlorobenzene sulfonic
acid (pCBSA) in drinking water.

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is identifying a public
health protective concentration of 3 parts per million (ppm) for the chemical para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in drinking water. pCBSA is a by-product of the
production of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) and is often found in soil at former
DDT manufacturing sites. pCBSA is highly water soluble and has contaminated aquifers
beneath these sites.

Fact Sheet - Qil Spills and Seafood the process by which OEHHA responds to spills
and evaluates the risk of eating seafood after a spill

Oil Spills and Seafood - OEHHA's Protocol For Seafood Risk Assessment To Support
Fisheries Re-Opening Decisions For Aquatic QOil Spills In California (pdf)

=

L2]
Quick Links...

The OEHHA Website
More About OEHHA

Contact Information
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoqi. David
Subject: FW: News Update: EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels (InsideEPA)
Date: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:17:12 PM

FYI... Note, the similarities with pCBSA and Del Amo/Montrose, except here, DTSC actually
promulgated a health standard.

From: Bland, Naseera

Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 4:39 AM

Subject: News Update: EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels
(InsideEPA)

Daily News
EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels

Posted: March 05, 2015

In a high-level dispute over which perchloroethylene (perc) toxicity levels should govern
cleanup at an Air Force base in California, EPA and state regulators have added a new
element to their arguments, contending the military's position would require a fundamental
remedy revision that warrants a full public vetting.

The Air Force counters that the regulators, under the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) that
governs the cleanup, cannot introduce new arguments at this stage of the dispute and is
reiterating its rejection of a proposed compromise suggested by California regulators last
November. The compromise would have averaged the two disparate toxicity values at the
center of the argument, and labeled the new number a "site-specific toxicity value.”

In addition, California environmental and citizen groups expect to soon sign on to a letter in
support of the state's more stringent standard, one environmental source says.

At issue is the interpretation of EPA guidance on how to set cleanup levels when federal
and state toxicity values differ. The dispute, which was invoked last August, escalated to a
higher level in January. Eventually, EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy may have to weigh
in on the issue.The Air Force argues the guidance requires the use of so-called Tier |
values -- EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) criteria -- to always be applied
when available.

But the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and EPA Region 9
maintain that where a chemical has multiple toxicity criteria considered scientifically valid
and current, "the most health-protective criteria should be applied for risk screening, risk
assessments, and selecting cleanup levels," DTSC says in a formal dispute statement
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issued last August. In this case, the more stringent criteria are California’s perc toxicity
criteria. And, EPA Region 9 in a Feb. 4 document says the agency's guidance documents
give the region flexibility to follow a longstanding protocol to apply California's perc toxicity
criteria in the state.

The toxicity values in dispute for the dry cleaning solvent that is a common contaminant at
hazardous waste sites would inform groundwater vapor compliance levels at Edwards Air
Force Base.

And DTSC has contended that applying EPA, rather than state, toxicity values would
produce a "marked change" for determining the boundaries where vapor intrusion
mitigation would be required at the site for perc. These boundaries are a land use control.

The Air Force says EPA's 2012 IRIS number is about 23 times less stringent than the
state's toxicity value. Therefore, the groundwater vapor compliance levels and vapor
intrusion control boundary are 23 times "overly conservative and overly protective,” the
service says in a description of its position. It contends the cleanup plan at the site needs
to be modified in order to match EPA guidance and the new IRIS value -- so as not to
overstate risk and impacts -- and to prevent wasting scarce cleanup dollars and
unnecessarily limiting further development of the site.

It contends in its latest document that DTSC must show that peer reviewers have found the
state value to be "more recent, more relevant, and more credible than the 2012 IRIS
value,"” but says so far DTSC has not been able to demonstrate that.

Toxicity Value
Regulators have contended that altering the perc toxicity value from the state level to EPA's
would set precedent in California. The two have a 20-year agreement in place to apply the
toxicity value that is more stringent, when comparing numbers developed by the state and
EPA, for pollutants being cleaned up in the state.

According to DTSC in a Feb. 4 supplemental statement of the dispute, the new issue of
dispute is whether the service's proposed decision to alter the toxicity value it wants to use
at the site is a "fundamental” change to the remedy, rather than a significant change, and
therefore requires an amendment to the Record of Decision (ROD), rather than the Air
Force's proposed Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD).

A ROD amendment would trigger public participation requirements, as well as require a
new analysis of nine remedy criteria weighing environmental protection and compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements -- often state standards -- among
other criteria, and require issuance of a revised proposed plan, according to EPA. A new
nine criteria analysis is not required for ESDs, nor are additional public comment
opportunities, according to EPA.

This issue arose during discussions among the parties over the past few months. EPA
Region 9 maintains in its Feb. 4 document that the less stringent toxicity value the Air
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Force is advocating for in its proposed ESD is actually "a fundamental change to the
remedy that warrants full disclosure to the public through the ROD Amendment process."
The region notes that any dispute over a remedy selection between EPA and the Air Force
-- if unresolved -- would eventually be decided by the EPA administrator. Should that result
in a less stringent value than currently exists, Region 9 will not support making such a

change through an ESD, the region says in the document.

"The proposed change to a less stringent toxicity value will require advance public
disclosure, a public meeting and comment period where the public can ask questions, and
be given an opportunity to comment on the proposed change,” EPA says. "This is
particularly true where selecting the less stringent value would mark a fundamental
departure from twenty years of EPA's practice in selecting toxicity values in the State of
California."

EPA says no "bright line" exists "as to what constitutes a significant change versus a
fundamental change to the remedy. However, EPA Region 9 believes that since the
planned change to the toxicity value would be less stringent and thereby result in a smaller
vapor intrusion compliance boundary, in its judgment, this change, if it were to be adopted,
would need to be made through a ROD Amendment,” EPA says.

The public disclosure process and nine criteria evaluation triggered with a ROD
amendment would allow the regulators to determine if the community has a strong
preference regarding the perc toxicity value and related vapor intrusion compliance
boundary, the agency adds.

ROD Amendment
On this issue, the Air Force in its Feb. 4 memo argues that regulators raised the ROD
amendment issue for the first time in November, long after the deadline for disputing the
draft ESD, which the Air Force submitted to the other parties last May. The Air Force points
to a clause in the FFA that requires a written statement of dispute be made within 30 days
after receipt of a draft final primary document.

The Air Force also argues that its proposed toxicity value change does not fundamentally
alter the remedy approach, scope or remedial goals of the vapor intrusion remedy, and
says its proposal would still meet the same cancer risk protection level of 1x107-6.

EPA in its Feb. 4 document, however, says it is "not aware of any restriction on when EPA
can bring forward arguments during a dispute resolution process that has been initiated in
accordance with the FFA."

DTSC in its supplemental statement also says it was agreed by the parties to add the ROD
amendment issue to the dispute as the dispute was elevated to the next level.

The Air Force in its Feb. 4 memo also reiterates that it is rejecting the DTSC proposal made
last November to average Tier 1 and Tier 3 toxicity values. "The Air Force simply cannot
transparently and scientifically find any justification for this mathematical average given the
comparative currency, credibility and relevance of the EPA IRIS 2012 reassessment and
accompanying peer review," the memo says.




http://insideepa.com/sites/insideepa.com/files/documents/feb2015/epa2015_0446a.pdf



But DTSC in the supplemental statement says the Dispute Resolution Committee had
directed the parties to develop a compromise perc level. Subsequently on a Nov. 26
teleconference, DTSC proposed a compromise level, but that was rejected by the Air

Force, DTSC says. -- Suzanne Yohannan (syohannan@iwpnews.com)

Naseera H. Bland

Science Communications Contractor

National Center for Environmental Assessment
Office of Research and Development | U.S. EPA
0:703.347.0402

C:301.996.9574
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From: MARTINEZ. YARISSA

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yoqi. David

Cc: Barton, Dana

Subject: FW: Quick favor

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:05:10 PM

Attachments: TASC R9-Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Groundwater Technical Comments Final 5-3-13 with fiqures
(1).pdf

These comments were sent to us and have been left unanswered. We tried to come up with draft
responses, so we may have an update soon (but they are not done)... TASC/DAAC brings them up
whenever we meet.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Friday, January 09, 2015 3:00 PM

To: YM

Cc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA

Subject: Re: Quick favor

Hi Yarissa, here they are!

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:23 PM, YM <yarissaaymee@yahoo.com> wrote:

Miranda can you send me Markus comments on the GW system that are still unanswered,

dated 2013.
Trying to work something out of the office here!

Happy Connecting. Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S® 5 Sport
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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to present a review of historical groundwater data and monitoring
work plans as well as a review of the schedule and plans for groundwater treatment plant
construction in association with groundwater contamination beneath and around the Del Amo
and Montrose Superfund Sites in Los Angeles, California.

The history of development and operation and a summary of environmental response action are
presented in Sections 2.0 — 6.0 of this report as context for the technical comments. The technical
comments address cleanup-related decisions and current actions being taken with respect to
groundwater remediation. In Section 7.0 the report summarizes aspects of the groundwater
remediation that are potentially of community concern or for which additional information
appears to be needed. These aspects are discussed in context in the preceding sections of this
report.

This report is provided by EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)
program, which is implemented by independent technical and environmental consultants. Its
contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of EPA. This report is being
provided to the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and other members of the community
neighboring the Montrose and Del Amo sites.

2.0 History of Development and Operation of the Montrose and Del Amo Sites

Montrose Site

The 13-acre Montrose site is located at 20201 South Normandie Avenue in unincorporated Los
Angeles County, just north of the Los Angeles County line near the town of Torrance. The
Montrose site is neighbored to the east by the Del Amo Superfund Site. A residential community
occupies the land immediately southeast of the Montrose site and is divided between County and
City.

Montrose began operations at the property in 1947 and until its termination in 1982 produced
large quantities of the chemical DDT (dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) for off-site
transportation and sale. DDT was detected in soil and groundwater beneath the former industrial
operation at about the time plant operations were discontinued.

Contamination beneath the Montrose site consists primarily of DDT production-related
contaminants detected in soil, soil vapor and groundwater.







Del Amo Site

Prior to the 1940s, the Del Amo property and surrounding land was lightly developed and
primarily agricultural. Between 1942 and 1943 a 300-acre synthetic rubber complex was
constructed on the property. Operated initially by contractors to the United States government,
the plant was sold in 1972 to Shell Oil Company, who operated it until its decommissioning and
redevelopment as a business park in the early 1970s.

During its period of operation, the synthetic rubber plant consisted of three interrelated process
plants: a butadiene plant, a styrene plant and a copolymer plant where butadiene and styrene
were combined to produce synthetic rubber. Raw materials for the rubber production process
(mainly benzene and acids and various catalysts) were delivered by truck and rail, stored
primarily in aboveground tanks, and transferred to process areas by pipeline. Process wastes
were reportedly treated on the property, with effluent directed to the municipal sewer system and
evaporation ponds/disposal impoundments (“waste pits”). The Waste Pit Area included four
unlined evaporation ponds for agueous waste and six unlined waste pits for more viscous process
waste (Dames and Moore, 1998). As reported in project technical documents, waste materials in
these pits and ponds are characterized by high concentrations of aromatic volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), principally benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene, and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHS), principally naphthalene.

3.0 Hydrogeologic Setting

As described in the 1998 Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study (JGWFS), the Del Amo and
Montrose sites are located in the West Coast Groundwater Basin, a northwest-southwest elongate
sub-basin of the larger Los Angeles Coastal Groundwater Basin. The West Coast Basin, formed
by a depression in underlying igneous and metamorphic “basement” rock, is filled with up to
13,000 feet of unconsolidated sediments.

The ancient valley was filled with sediments deposited in lake and ocean settings, which resulted
in zones of coarse-grained sediments (gravel and sand) interbedded with more fine-grained (silt
and clay) units. Groundwater is present in these layers, with the depth to first groundwater most
recently measured in the Upper Bellflower Aquitard (referred to also as the Water Table Unit) at
approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs).

The layers, or units, beneath and in the vicinity of the Superfund sites are discussed in the
technical reports in relation to their different properties (primarily sediment grain size and
depositional characteristics). Groundwater-saturated units beneath the subject sites (from
shallowest to deepest) include:

Bellflower Aquitard (divided into Upper, Middle and Lower units)
Gage Aquifer

Gage-Lynwood Aquitard

Lynwood Aquifer

According to research documented in the JGWFS, the Lynwood Aquifer is encountered at depth
of approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 375 feet bgs.







Contamination has been detected in each of the sedimentary units identified above. The
concentration and lateral extent of the affected area varies by unit as a function of nearness to the
source of contamination and how porous the unit is.

4.0 Source Areas and Dissolved Contaminant Plumes

For purposes of case administration, EPA elected to sub-divide the Montrose and Del Amo sites
into a number of Operable Units (OU). Such a sub-division is customary at complex sites where
it is believed separation will enable a more focused and protective overall response. Due to the
fact that the affected groundwater flowing beneath the two sites comes together south of the
Montrose and Del Amo site boundaries, EPA determined that a response action that addressed
groundwater in its totality, irrespective the contaminant or its source, would be the most effective
mitigation strategy. Accordingly, the Joint Groundwater OU was established in the late 1990s.

Source Areas

The primary source areas at the Montrose and Del Amo properties are those process areas where
chemicals were initially released to the soil and groundwater beneath the respective plant
properties. Concentrations of contaminants are typically highest in these areas. The attribute
referred to in the literature as “secondary” sources of contamination includes those areas where
NAPL (non-aqueous phase liquid), process chemicals in their pure form (not dissolved in
groundwater) are abundantly present. These areas contain both LNAPL (NAPL that is lighter
than water and floats) and DNAPL (NAPL that is denser and sinks through groundwater).

NAPL in the subsurface is termed a secondary source of contamination due to its long-term
contribution of contamination to groundwater. As long as abundant NAPL remains in the
subsurface, the dimensions and concentrations of areas of groundwater contamination will not
diminish to any substantial degree. Accordingly, the NAPL has been the subject of evaluation
and mitigation planning, with NAPL removal efforts at the Del Amo and Montrose sites
anticipated to begin in the coming years.

Source area NAPL beneath the Montrose and Del Amo properties is addressed in each individual
OU rather than in the Joint Groundwater Operable Unit. With the exception of NAPL measured
in historic Del Amo monitoring well XP-01 south of the Del Amo property line (near the
intersection of 204th Street and Berendo Avenue), NAPL occurrence appears restricted to the
Montrose and Del Amo properties. According to the Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation
Report (Dames and Moore, 1998), the NAPL measured in XP-01 (formerly designated P-1) is “a
complex petroleum product likely associated with one or more petroleum pipelines in the
vicinity, and unrelated to the Del Amo plant site.” The report notes that the occurrence of NAPL
in XP-01 was investigated and documented in the report entitled Focused Investigation of Non-
Agqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1 (Dames and Moore, 1992) and in letters to EPA.
The 1998 Remedial Investigation report does not describe what actions were taken by EPA, if
any, to notify California regulatory agencies of the discovery of NAPL contamination apparently
unrelated to the Del Amo site.

Dissolved Contaminant Plumes








The nature and extent of groundwater contamination is studied most comprehensively in the
1998 JGWFS. As documented in the JGWFS, groundwater beneath and downgradient from the
Montrose and Del Amo sites contains concentrations of historic industrial process-related
contamination. The contaminants emanating from the respective properties are different, with the
Montrose contaminant “plume” consisting primarily of monochlorobenzene (MCB) and para-
chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA), and the Del Amo plume comprised mainly of benzene and
chlorinated solvents.

Groundwater samples have been collected periodically over the course of the individual and joint
investigations. The most recent sampling events at the respective sites were conducted in 2012.
Prior relatively recent sampling events occurred in 2006 and 2009. The magnitude and extent of
the various contaminant plumes and their trends in concentration and dimension over time is
discussed below.

Chlorobenzene (MCB)

According to data presented in the most recent groundwater monitoring report, concentrations of
MCB are highest in the upper units of the Bellflower aquitard and diminish with depth. The
lateral distribution varies with depth, with MCB migrating furthest south/southeast in the
Bellflower sand (to a distance approximately 4,800 feet from the Montrose site). MCB is shown
to have migrated nearly as far in the Gage Aquifer (4,300 feet from the Montrose site).
Relatively low concentrations of MCB have been measured in the Lynwood Aquifer in a
monitoring well located on the Montrose property. Figures showing the most recent
measurements of concentration and distribution are presented in the AECOM 2012 Groundwater
Monitoring Report.

pCBSA

Concentrations of pCBSA have been detected in the same sedimentologic units as MCB, though
at higher concentrations and at greater distances from the source. pCBSA has been shown to
have migrated approximately 5,400 feet downgradient of the Montrose site in the Bellflower
sand and approximately 8,200 feet in the underlying Gage Aquifer.

Benzene

As documented in the recent groundwater monitoring report (URS, 2012), groundwater with
concentrations of dissolved benzene occurs primarily on the Del Amo site or in areas proximal to
the downgradient property boundary in all affected sedimentologic units. It should be noted that
the figures depicting the extent of the benzene plume in this recent monitoring report incorporate
data points from samples collected many years ago. Therefore, care should be taken in
interpreting these diagrams (URS benzene in groundwater attached as Figure 1).

Trichloroethene (TCE)

TCE plumes exist beneath both the Montrose and Del Amo sites, though the plumes do not
appear to be related to a common source. The nature and distribution of TCE in groundwater
beneath and in the vicinity of the Del Amo site is less well understood than other process-related
contaminants. As stated in the recent monitoring report (URS 2012), “TCE is not known to have
been used at the plant site, and thus plant site related source areas and associated plumes have







not been identified.” Project technical documents show that the majority of TCE-affected
groundwater is confined to the Montrose and Del Amo property boundaries.

Technical Impracticability Zone

A Technical Impracticability Zone (T1 Zone), sometimes also described as a “containment zone,”
was established at the Montrose and Del Amo sites in the 1999 EPA Record of Decision (ROD)
for the JGWFS. The Tl Zone was established as an administrative tool for the management of
NAPL (DNAPL at Montrose and LNAPL at Del Amo), as its complete removal at the time
seemed “impracticable.” The boundary for the Tl Zone was drawn a distance from the NAPL
(which occurs only in the subsurface at the Montrose and Del Amo sites) into the surrounding
residential community. The NAPL at the Montrose and Del Amo sites had not yet been
comprehensively studied at the time the ROD was prepared.

In establishing the T1 Zone at the Montrose and Del Amo sites, EPA relied upon its 1993
technical document entitled “Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of
Groundwater Restoration” (U.S. EPA, 1993). The 1993 guidance relies on studies and data
produced in the years prior to 1993.

EPA described the rationale for the T1 Zone in the ROD, stating:

“EPA has recognized that much of the groundwater at the Joint Site can be restored... In order
to do so, a zone of dissolved phase contamination in groundwater surrounding the NAPL must be
contained, thereby isolating the NAPL.”

The rationale was further described in ROD Section 10.2 (Summary of Why NAPL Areas
Cannot Be Restored to Drinking Water Standards):

... it will not be practicable to remove enough (virtually all) DNAPL so as to attain drinking
water standards in the immediate vicinity of the DNAPL.”

It is noted that in ROD Section 10.4 (Extent and Configuration of the Tl Waiver Zone) EPA
describes proposals by parties to extend the boundaries of the TI1 Zone (TI Zone and “T1 Waiver”
are used interchangeably in the technical documents) to encompass the entire dissolved
contaminant plume. EPA rejected these proposals, stating in the ROD that this *““clearly would
have been an inappropriate use of a Tl waiver because, regardless of any relative difficulties or
risks which might exist in attempting to restore groundwater in the downgradient portions of the
plume, it is technically practicable to do so and to do so without compromising the objectives of
the remedial action.”

5.0 Feasibility Study and Record of Decision

Feasibility Study

As described previously, the 1998 JGWFS examined the physical and spatial characteristics of
the dissolved contaminant plume. The report also evaluated a series of potentially viable
remedial options, including:

1. No Action - this is a remedial alternative that rarely can be demonstrated to accomplish







remedial objectives but which must be studied in accordance with statutory requirements.

2. Institutional Controls — these involve restrictive covenants that prohibit activities that
would result in human contact with contaminated groundwater.

3. Containment

4. Removal (includes an evaluation of treatment and disposal options for removed
groundwater)

5. In-situ Treatment

Options were examined in greater detail upon acknowledgement of potential feasibility, both
with respect to the remedial process itself and applicability to the various contaminant plumes
and their area of commingling. The process combination found by the JGWFS to be most
appropriate (Alternative 2) involves groundwater extraction, treatment and reinjection. It should
be noted that groundwater extraction from installed wells is seen in the JGWFS Alternative 2
scenario to be necessary only in the areas of chlorobenzene and TCE contamination. The
containment/strength reduction goals for the benzene plume beneath the central and south central
portion of the Del Amo property are seen as attainable by relying on natural forces
(biodegradation) alone.

Over the course of the years since EPA issued the JGWFS, consultants for Montrose and Del
Amo conducted a variety of pilot extraction and treatability studies designed to study issues such
as optimum extraction well configuration and above-ground treatment system design. The results
of these studies were published in a variety of reports, the most recent being the Revised Basis of
Design Report (Geosyntec, 2012).

Record of Decision

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the dual-site groundwater OU was signed in 1999. The ROD
affirms Alternative 2 as the appropriate mitigation measure, and describes in detail both remedial
objectives and the means for their attainment for the MCB, benzene and TCE plumes. With
respect to the TCE plume, the ROD states:

“Containment of the TCE in the NAPL containment zone shall be partially accomplished by
hydraulic extraction of groundwater from one or more extraction wells...”

The ROD also requires remedy monitoring and the preparation of a Monitoring Plan. As stated
by EPA, the monitoring is required to (among other things) ensure that contaminants within the
containment zone have not left the zone, allow the evaluation of the effectiveness of the partial
containment of the TCE plume by hydraulic extraction, verify the zones of capture of extraction
wells and the radii of influence of extraction and injection wells, and measure the continued
reliability of intrinsic biodegradation to contain the benzene plume.

6.0 Remedial Measures Design and Implementation

As described above, the selected remedial alternative for the joint groundwater OU is comprised
of a groundwater extraction component, a contaminant treatment/destruction component and a
treated fluids reinjection component. The extraction and reinjection components are discussed
here.







It should be noted that the remedial design plans described below only speak to the mitigation of
the MCB plume. With regard to benzene and TCE, the report states that:

“The benzene plume, as defined in the ROD, is being addressed largely by monitored natural
attenuation, and the ROD requirements for the TCE plume will be addressed separately.”

The JGWES and the ROD both included TCE as a contaminant to be addressed by the joint-
groundwater remedial action plan. The basis for deferring action with respect to TCE is not
elaborated upon in the design documents reviewed below.

Extraction and Injection Components

The number, depth and location of the extraction well network presented in the Revised Basis of
Design (RBOD) was based on data collected during pumping tests and computer modeling
conducted in the period following completion of the JGWFS. As shown in Figure 2 attached
(Figure 2 from the RBOD), the extraction well network consists of 14 wells completed at various
depths near and downgradient from the Montrose facility along the trend of the dissolved MCB
plume. Wells are located mainly in public rights of way or on private property (Table 4-3 in the
RBOD lists location and ownership information for each extraction/injection well location).
Project documents, including the Hargis Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of
Design for Planned Extraction and Injection Wells (2009), indicate that most injection wells are
six to eight inches in diameter and most extraction wells 10 to 12 inches in diameter.

Wells are planned to be completed in pre-cast concrete vaults with traffic-rated watertight
covers. The design drawings for the vaults were not provided in the RBOD (they are to be
furnished at a later date). As with the vaults and other system components, no design drawings
are provided for the transfer piping planned to connect the extraction wells to the treatment
compound. This approximately 13,000 linear foot influent piping run is to be constructed of
double-walled High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) conduit. The ROPB indicates that most of
this piping will be underground (mostly beneath surface street rights of way). The line will be
emplaced in trenches or jacked (tunneled) beneath roadways or areas of shallow utilities where
trenching is impractical.

The RBOD does not mention or describe plans for monitoring influent piping integrity (such as
with in-pipe sensors or visual monitoring stations for leak detection) and it is unclear if such
plans exist. Similarly, the RBOD does not describe design measures incorporated to allow the
connection of additional extraction wells and piping should the monitoring required by the ROD
indicate that changes are needed. Effluent (treated water) piping connecting the treatment system
to injection wells is to be constructed of single-wall HDPE. As with the influent piping corridor,
most effluent piping is to be constructed beneath public rights of way.

It is noted that with the exception of pCBSA, contaminants in groundwater are to be substantially
removed by treatment equipment prior to effluent reintroduction to the subsurface via injection.
The effluent concentration goal for pCBSA is 25,000 micrograms/liter (parts per billion). This
goal is reported to have been established in cooperation with the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), though no written record of this concurrence is referenced in
project documents (the record apparently is of an oral communication in the late 1990s).







Monitoring Component

The ROD establishes the importance of remedy monitoring and optimization. With respect to
monitoring, the RBOD speaks only to monitoring to be conducted in association with the
evaluation of potential environmental and public health impacts. The RBOD does not contain
any details with respect to how this monitoring is to be conducted, offering a more general
statement as follows:

“In general, potential impacts will be addressed in future design reports, subsequent
construction documents, or the Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Manual to be
developed for operation and maintenance of the remedial system.”

With respect to the optimization of the hydraulic (extraction and injection) process, the RBOD
indicates an intention to optimize, without describing the means by which specific system
attributes will be monitored to inform optimization measures. With respect to the concept of
optimization, the RBOD states:

“The wellfield and relative pumping rates of the wells will be optimized to limit the lateral and
vertical migration of contaminants and to maximize containment during remedial action. This
optimization will be conducted in accordance with the requirements and provisions of the ROD.”

It is noted also that the RBOD contains no description of air monitoring to be conducted during
remediation system startup or operation.

Treatment System Compound
The treatment system equipment compound is to be located on the Montrose site as shown in
Figure 2 attached.

The RBOD references a 2003 treatment plant siting evaluation that documents decision-making
criteria for plant alternative siting and final location selection. The RBOD does not summarize
the 2003 evaluation. A drawing of the treatment system compound is presented in the Wellfield
and Treatment System Performance Plan (AECOM, 2012) and is attached here as Figure 3 for
convenience.

The major treatment system components are described by AECOM and are reiterated for
reference here:

* An advanced oxidation system (“HiPOXx”);

* An air stripper system consisting of three air strippers;

» Aliquid-phase granular activated carbon (“LGAC”) adsorber system;

» A vapor-phase granular activated carbon (“VVGAC”) adsorber system; and
* A post-treatment filtration system.







According to the AECOM Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Plan, once the
functional aspects of the remediation system have been installed and inspected, the performance
of the system in treating dissolved-phase contamination will be evaluated. The Performance Plan
does not mention or describe perimeter fugitive vapor monitoring to be conducted during system
startup.

Construction Management

A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by AECOM describing construction and
construction management protocols and procedures to be adhered to during system deployment.
Elements of the management plan include:

* Section 3: Access

* Section 4: Site Security

* Section 5: Ground Disturbance Protocols

* Section 6: Air Monitoring and Dust Controls

* Section 7: Noise Control

» Section 8: Contingency for Hazardous Materials
* Section 9: Waste Management

* Section 10: Reporting

7.0 Technical Comments

This review found the description in the major groundwater documents of the nature and extent
of groundwater contamination to be adequate for the evaluation of remediation options and the
selection of the most appropriate remedial alternative for groundwater cleanup. With the
exception of the comment pertaining to the pCBSA reinjection standard (which applies to both
the JGWFS, ROD and remediation documents) TASC has no comments with respect to the
groundwater documentation.

TASC provides the following technical comments for the technical documents associated with
plans for remedial action for the joint groundwater plume at the Montrose and Del Amo
Superfund Sites:

1) While specifically called for in the JGWFS and ROD, the current plans for groundwater
remediation do not address dissolved TCE contamination. Reports note that TCE will be
addressed separately. It would help the community if future reports included greater detail as to
plans and timelines for TCE remediation.

2) The plan for remedy monitoring is integral to the consideration of remedy design. As
specified by the ROD, the plan for monitoring should be prepared in the near future. It would be
helpful to the community if the relationship between monitoring and contingency
planning/implementation is clearly articulated in the monitoring document when it is issued.

3) A plan for monitoring of the secondary containment for influent piping should be
incorporated into the RBOD or document describing methodology for system monitoring.







4) To ensure the safety and confidence of residents of the nearby commercial and residential
communities, a plan for treatment system perimeter air monitoring should be incorporated into
the longer term operations and maintenance planning documents planned for publication.

5) The 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for pCBSA in treated groundwater is said to have been
established with RWQCB concurrence in the late 1990s. Reference to an RWQCB letter is
posted to the Del Amo Administrative Record (February 11, 1998), but no information as to the
content of this letter or the RWQCB position can be determined from this reference. Standards
for the protection of water resources have changed markedly over the past 15 years. For the sake
of ensuring compliance with the most appropriate California regulations and protective standards
TASC recommends that assurance be gained from the RWQCB that the 25,000 ppb reinjection
standard remains acceptable to that agency.

6) The configuration of the Tl Zone should be reconsidered in light of the planned JGWFS
remedial action and the contemplated DNAPL remediation. At the time the TI Zone was initially
created neither remedial action had been described. Further, NAPL remediation technology has
advanced substantially since the late 1980s, the period for which technical information was
largely derived for guidance documents relied upon during establishment of the Montrose/Del
Amo TI Zone. A stated objective of the Tl Zone-creation process is the establishment and
maintenance of as small a T1 as possible, and given that the neighboring residential community
could benefit from a reduction of the zone from its current configuration (to one that is as small
as practically possible), considering T1 Zone reconfiguration options would be beneficial to all
involved.

7) EPA should confirm that the NAPL documented by Dames and Moore to be present in
former monitoring well P-1 (now designated XP-01) was reported to the appropriate California
regulatory agencies and that action was taken to identify responsible parties (suggested by
Dames and Moore to be pipeline operators) and direct appropriate investigative and remedial
activities.

8.0 Documents Reviewed
AECOM, 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.

AECOM, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.
AECOM, Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan. 2012.
AECOM, Site Management Plan, TGRS Construction, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012.

CH2MHill, Final Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study for the Montrose and Del Amo Sites.
1998.

Dames and Moore, Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report. 1998.
Dames and Moore, Focused Investigation of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1.

1992.
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Geosyntec, Revised Basis of Design Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Site. 2012.

Hargis and Associates, Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of Planned Extraction
and Injection Wells. 2009.

URS, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose
Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites. 2012.

U. S. EPA, Record of Decision for Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical
and Del Amo Superfund Sites, Volume I: Declaration and Decision Summary. 1999.

U. S. EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration
1993.
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Figure 1- Dissolved Benzene Distribution — Water Table Zone (URS, 2012)
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Figure 2- Groundwater Remedy Infrastructure (Geosyntec, 2012)
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Figure 3- Treatment Plant Site Plan (Geosyntec, 2012)
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoai, David

Subject: FW: TD #19.1 Del Amo Montrose (pCBSA webinar)
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:58:05 PM
Attachments: webinar support.msg

FYI

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:51 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael; Jones, Percy
Subject: TD #19.1 Del Amo Montrose (pCBSA webinar)

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

In speaking with Yolanda | realized that because | didn’t use my standard format for the pCBSA
webinar directive, | failed to give the e-mail directive a number.

So as to not lose track of the e-mail based directive, I've saved it as a file and have numbered it as
“TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose.” Also in addition to the technical formatting problems, in my haste |
forgot to cc Michael, Percy and Crystal (now cc’d). So, now everyone should be in the loop and the
project is “officially” numbered.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

U.S. EPA

OSWER/OSRTI

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)
Washington DC 20460

(703) 603-8889



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=473C34AE73994A4A8ACAFE6F03E0BAEB-SANCHEZ, YOLANDA

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov



webinar support


			From


			Margand, Freya


			To


			'Krissy Russell-Hedstrom'; Miranda Maupin; Ana Vargas


			Cc


			Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Conley, Tina


			Recipients


			krissy@skeo.com; mmaupin@skeo.com; avargas@skeo.com; Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov; Yogi.David@epa.gov; Conley.Tina@epa.gov





Hi Krissy, Miranda and Ana.





 





Region 9 is requesting support for a pCBSA webinar that they would like to hold next week. I had hoped to get you a final technical directive today but had to go home (and can’t access my contract files), so this e-mail will have to serve as initial direction to start the process until I get into the office tomorrow.  This project is on a short timeframe and I don’t want to hold things up. 





 





The webinar support is a follow up to the recent pCBSA meetings regarding Del Amo and Montrose sites.  The support requested by the Region is as follows:





 





·         Provide logistics support, to include: 





o   determining the webinar software/platform (such as Adobe Connect, Go To Meeting, etc.??) to best suit the meeting purpose





o   inviting participants





o   setting up webinar room





o   uploading/setting up presentations and shared files 





o   hosting the meeting, monitoring questions, assisting in resolving technical issues





o   distributing agenda and materials in advance of webinar





·         Scheduling webinar





·         Inviting participants from past pCBSA meeting.





·         Providing meeting facilitation during questions and discussion, and as needed





·         Coordinating with EPA and participants





·         Supporting EPA in the planning process.





 





Yolanda Sanchez (cc’d) is the lead for this project.  Please contact Yolanda directly to get further details and to start the planning process.  As this is a small, short timeframe there is no need for a technical approach.  Once you get a sense of the level of support this project will involve, please let me know via an e-mail.  





 





Thanks, Freya





 





Freya Margand





U.S. EPA





OSWER/OSRTI





1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)





Washington DC 20460





 





(703) 603-8889





 











From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: FW: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 1:08:54 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Miranda, | wanted to let you know that | have scheduled a “back up” room in the LA Office... just in
case.

I expect Cynthia Wetmore and Ray Chavira from EPA, and have also received the following additional
responses from the meeting invitation:

| 4 Del Amo OU1/0U2 and Del Am... (5)

Solomon, Gina@EPA 10:11 AM E
Barton, Dana 9:13 AM 7
Spivy-Weber, Frances@Waterboards  5:26 AM E('
Warren, Scott@DTSC B:17 AM EZ
Garrett, Willard@DT5C 8:06 AM F\d
LEQNIDO-JOHMN, STEVEN &:00 AM E
MARTIMEZ, YARISSA 710 AM E‘
Doduc, Tam@Waterboards Tue 5:26 PM E('
Miranda Maupin Tue 5:25 PM E‘

Also, Tam asked for a call-in number. If you want to touch base today, I'm at 602-758-0335.
Tomorrow is busy; but, Friday seems fairly free.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:06 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

I should have also added that since the attached directive covers the May 4t meeting there isn’t a
need for an additional directive. Further clarifications can be handled through e-mails/planning
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calls.

Thanks, Freya

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 12:02 PM

To: 'Miranda Maupin'; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 4¥ five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4t meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.
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Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: Fwd: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 8:50:28 AM

Hello Yolanda, given that Cynthia is not ready to meet today, would you like to move our
meeting up to this morning, say 10:30?

Miranda

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>

Date: Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 8:01 PM

Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

To: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>

Cc: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>, "Yogi, David"

<Yogi.David@epa.gov>

I am processing

I will speak to Miranda and we will send you my TASC needs as | outlined them yesterday
Will that be helpful?

Cynthia

Sent from my iPhone
On Mar 24, 2015, at 10:17 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello Cynthia, would sometime between 9 and 11am work on your end? | could

also meet at 3pm, if needed but that's less ideal. We can discuss agenda and
timing for the next pCBSA discussion.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 9:37 AM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

I"'m available tomorrow (3/25) from 9-11 AM, then from 1-5 PM. | suggest a quick

meeting to discuss the notes from the Feb 17th pPCBSA meeting and draft out an
agenda for the upcoming meeting. | don’t feel prepared to have a comprehensive
conversation on TASC resources, yet. We can hit the basics, like schedule.
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Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement

Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:11 AM

To: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Cynthia, Yolanda confirmed that you would like to reschedule the
pCBSA meeting until later in April. I will send out a note to folks to
reschedule. Do you have a preference for which week? Also, will this be an in-
person meeting or call?

Also, shall we plan to meet tomorrow to discuss TASC resources? Does the
10:30 to noon window still work for both of you?

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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On Fri, Mar 20, 2015 at 9:24 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
wrote:

Hello all, I have attached some draft agenda items for consideration.

Cynthia, are you able to meet during one of the following times next week to
discuss agenda?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 11:57 AM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would you be available during either of the following times
to discuss agenda topics for March 30th? Anyone else you would like to
include?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda
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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Fwd: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:15:59 AM
Attachments: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefina.ppt

ATTO00001.htm

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Barton, Dana™ <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>
Date: March 5, 2015 at 8:32:46 AM PST

To: "Yogi, David" <Yogi.David@epa.gov>

Subject: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt
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US EPA, SWRCB, California EPA 


Meeting / Teleconference on


Montrose/Del Amo Groundwater – pCBSA


                         


December 9, 2014


 


Agenda


 


 Site Overview/Nature and Extent of Groundwater Contamination


 


 pCBSA Toxicology and Derivation of the 25,000 ppb Reinjection Limit


  


Implementation of the 1999 Groundwater Record of Decision 


 


Paths Forward


 


Discussion








Del Amo - Montrose Superfund Site


Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit


Location


Aquifer Structure and Nomenclature


Contaminant and pCBSA Plumes in 2012


Extraction and Reinjection System


Treatment System





The Groundwater cleanup system we are discussing today is called the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit.  It addresses dissolved phase contamination at both the Montrose and Del Amo sites under one remedial action selected in the 1999 Record of Decision.


*




















Del Amo/Montrose Site Location





The Montrose Chemical Superfund Site and the Del Amo Superfund Site are located in Los Angeles County, California.  Portions of these sites lie within the City of Los Angeles, and adjacent to the City of Torrance, California.





The general are surrounding the former plant properties is industrial, commercial, and residential.  Low to moderate income residential areas lie adjacent to the former industrial plants.


*














Montrose Chemical Corporation manufactured technical grade DDT at the former DDT plant from 1947 to 1972.  Releases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants from the former plant include chlorobenzene, DDT, and parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid that resulted in contamination of groundwater.





Most of the chlorobenzene plume lies under residential and commercial areas south and southeast of the Montrose plant.  


*














Shell Oil Company and others operated a synthetic rubber manufacturing plant (the former Del Amo Synthetic Rubber Manufacturing Plant) from 1942 to 1972.  Releases of hazardous substances from the former plant include benzene, trichloroethylene (TCE), perchloroethylene (PCE) and dichloroethylene (DCE).





Most of the benzene plume lies under the former Del Amo plant, but some of it lies under the northern edge of the residential zone south of the former plant.  


*











Montrose and Del Amo Plants near Torrance CA: 


Surrounding Major Industries





Mobil Refinery





Former Honeywell /


Allied Signal


Building B


(Redeveloped)








Former


Capitol Metals





JCI Jones Chemicals, Inc.


Former Del Amo


Synthetic Rubber Plant


(Redeveloped)





Former Golden Eagle Refinery


Former


International Light Metals


Former


McDonnell Douglass  Aircraft Parts Plant


(Redev.)


Redeveloped 


Gardena Valley


Landfill





Toyota Tsusho of America





Farmer Brothers Coffee Plant


Former Montrose DDT Plant





Former ARMCO Facility





Former TRICO, former Amoco, American Polystyrene


Redeveloped 


Cal Compact


 Landfill








There are other industrial sources of groundwater contamination surrounding the Del Amo and Montrose sites.


*

















Some of the hazardous substances from the two sites are present in the form of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) as well as dissolved in water and absorded to soils.  Contamination in groundwater from the two sites has partially commingled.  The groundwater contamination from both sites is being addressed with a unified remedial strategy.





The whole Superfund Project is divided into parts or Operable Units – primarily on the basis of the media into which the contaminants have come to be located.  The Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit addrsses containment of water around NAPL and cleanup of groundwater away from NAPL.  It does not directely address removal of NAPL.


*











Hydrostratigraphy


Groundwater Aquifers beneath the Dual Site include:





			Upper Bellflower Aquitard (UBA) ~ 60 ft bgs





			Middle Bellflower C-Sand (BFS) ~ 120 ft bgs





			Gage Aquifer ~ 200’ bgs





			Lynwood Aquifer ~ 250+ ft bgs





			Silverado Aquifer ~ 400+ ft bgs (the most productive layer for drinking water)























			








The Upper Bellflower Aquitard is the first water bearing unit.  It is fine grained with low horizontal conductivities.  This unit is flowing slowly and mostly downward.





By contrast, the middle Bellflower “C” Sand underlies the Upper Bellflower and consists of coarser, more uniform sand with higher horizontal conductivity.  It is in this unit that dissolved phase contamination has migrated farthest – approximately 1.3 miles from the plant property.











*











Optimized Remedial Wellfield


GAGE








*















































Upper Bellflower


Middle Bellflower “B” Sand


Middle Bellflower “C” Sand


Gage Aquifer


Lynwood Aquifer











Chlorobenzene Plume in Gage





	














pCBSA Plume in Gage





	














Torrance (Standby) 9200 ft.


Torrance (Unused) 9500 ft.


Cal Water Service 15,000 ft.


Cal Water Service 10,600 ft.














Nearest Water Supply Wells





	





Note: larger map scale





The nearest municipal supply wells are about .5 to 1 mile downgradient of the leading edge of the chlorobenzene plume in the Middle Bellflower.  However these wells are screened primarily in the Silverado aquifer.  Though some are screened in the Lynwood.


*











pCBSA Toxicology





			pCBSA is highly soluble and biologically stable.





			No health-based promulgated standards set.





 


			Several toxicological indicator tests, one acute/short-term study (1985), but no chronic studies for pCBSA.





 


			The studies did not show any mutagenic or carcinogenic effects.  





			The No Observed Adverse Effect Level was at 1,000 mg/kg.





 


			OEHHA and DTSC toxicologists developed a non-promulgated and provisional Reference Dose (RfD) of 1 mg/kg/day.  Using this RfD and applying an uncertainty factor of 1000, 10 for inter species variability, 10 for intra species variability and a final 10 for using a subchronic study to derive a chronic safe dose, OEHHA developed a Montrose/Del Amo-specific level for pCBSA of 35,000 ppb.  In March 1997, the RWQCB requested that EPA consider a level for pCBSA between 25,000 and 35,000 ppb. 





 


			Michigan used same studies as OEHHA did, but the Michigan regulations require the use of an additional apportionment factor of 20%.  MI also used their own exposure defaults, resulting in generic drinking water criteria of 7,300 ppb and 21,000 ppb for residential and industrial drinking water.  























Objectives for Design and Operation in ROD





ROD did not select the number of treatment plants, well fields, nor pump rates at individual wells.


			Aquifer injection is to reduce the potential for induction of movement of NAPL, and limit the possibility of adverse migration of contaminants.








			The containment  zone/TI waiver zone is contained by means of hydraulic extraction, treatment and reinjection.  





			Extraction rate of 700 gpm





			33% reduction of dissolved plume in 15 years








			66% reduction of dissolved plume in 25 years








			99% reduction of dissolved plume in 50 years








			Set injection standards at MCLs for contaminants of concern and 25,000 ppb for pCBSA.











Extraction


DEL AMO PITS








*











Treatment Plant Influent Design Rate




















MONTROSE TREATMENT SYSTEM


Contaminated Groundwater from Extraction Wells


Vapor Carbon Filter VOC Removal





To Outside Air











Air Stripping Most VOC Removed





Liquid 


Carbon Filter Final


VOC Treatment





Volatile Organic Compounds: Chlorobenzene, Benzene, TCE etc.


Minerals not hazardous, removed for reinjection to aquifer


Mineral Filter


Treated Water Returned to Aquifer


  HiPOx -


pCBSA Treatment








Treatment Plant   - Completed November 2014


Vapor Carbon 


Filters


 HiPOx 


     Air Strippers


 Air Stripping Tower


Liquid 


Carbon Filters 








“Although the overall remedy performance will be re-evaluated as part of the routine 5-Year Reviews, each MACR will include an evaluation of compliance with ROD requirements for hydraulic containment, plume reduction, and pCBSA monitoring.  Each sampling event is  expected to generate valuable data in evaluating and optimizing the performance of the groundwater remedy. Therefore, the groundwater data will not only be reported but evaluated against the remedy performance objectives.”


Groundwater Monitoring and Aquifer Compliance Plan


Montrose Superfund Site 


approved by EPA with DTSC, September 2014:


Annual Performance Evaluation of  the Groundwater Remedy 
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From: Miranda Maupin

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore. Cynthia; Yogi. David
Subject: Fwd: call to review Functional Test
Date: Monday, March 16, 2015 10:46:56 AM

Hello all, I'm just double checking that this time works for Cynthia Wetmore? Also, Cynthia
Babich just requested that we extend the invite to the the state folks and others on the pCBSA
list. Any concerns with opening up the call to others? | suggested putting this on the March
30th agenda, but she prefers to invite folks to join the call this Thursday 10-noon.

Lastly, Yolanda I know this conflicts with our TASC check-in. This is the only 2 hour block
that works for everyone this week.

Miranda
Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Mar 16, 2015 at 8:23 AM

Subject: Re: call to review Functional Test

To: "Sanchez, Yolanda™ <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>

Cc: "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>, James Wells
<JWells@everettassociates.net>, Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>, Cynthia

Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>, "dcapjane@aol.com" <dcapjane@aol.com>

Hello all, could we hold 10 to noon this Thursday to review the Functional Test with Cynthia
Wetmore? | will send a calendar invite.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin

Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Sun, Mar 15, 2015 at 9:08 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Thank you, Miranda. 10 AM —12:30 PM work best for me. | have a 2:30 LA — SF flight.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 3:31 PM
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To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia

Cc: James Wells; Markus Niebanck; Cynthia Babich; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: call to review Functional Test

Hello Yolanda, TASC and Cynthia are available to meet with Cynthia Wetmore next
Thursday, March 19th anytime between 10am to 4:30pm. Please let us know what time to
works for you and we can reserve it on our calendars.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Maier, Brent

To: ; : . . : ) . ) :
sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov

Cc: Yogi, David; Barton, Dana; Lyons, John; Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Mogharabi, Nahal; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Keener, Bill

Subject: Montrose/Del Amo Conference Call with EPA Today at 3:30pm - Agenda and Materials

Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:48:00 AM

Attachments: ACCESS AGREEMENT ENG Del Amo_Montrose.pdf

Montrose-Del Amo Site Map 12_14.pdf

Montrose Del Amo_2-15.pdf
Montrose DNAPL PP 9 14 XCP.PDF

Dear Colleagues:

In advance of our call with you today at 3:30pm, my Superfund Division colleagues have asked me to share the following
materials and agenda with each of you. | received the following RSVPs:

Sabiha Khan, Field Representative, Office of U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein

Yvette Martinez, Deputy State Director, Office of U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
Maurice Lyles, Field Representative, Office of U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer

Hamilton Cloud, Special Projects Director, Office of Congresswoman Maxine Waters

Expected EPA Participants:
e Brent Maier, Congressional Liaison, Office of Public Affairs
e Dana Barton, Chief, Superfund California Cleanup Section
e John Lyons, Associate Director, Superfund California Cleanup Branch
e Cynthia Wetmore, Engineer, Superfund Technical Support Section
e David Yogi, Chief, Superfund Community Involvement Section
e Yolanda Sanchez, Community Involvement Coordinator, Superfund Community Involvement Section
e Steven Leonido-John, Director, Los Angeles Field Office
¢ Nahal Mogharabi, Press Officer, Los Angeles Field Office

I have set up a conference line for us to use for this discussion and am providing both the call-in number and access code to
join the call.

Dial-In Number: (866) 299-3188

Conference Code: 4159721596#

Leader PIN: 1015 (for use only by Brent Maier to initiate the call)

Links to EPA Websites for Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites:

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/b7db9903773ec74188257007005e93ed
(Montrose)

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/webdisplay/oid-c2a478a3bc8367768825660b007ee649?0OpenDocument  (Del
Amo)

Brent Madler

Congressional Liaison

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1X
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ph: 415.947.4256
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mailto:yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov

mailto:sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV

mailto:Leonido-John.Steven@epa.gov

mailto:Keener.Bill@epa.gov

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/b7db9903773ec74188257007005e93ed
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Dear Resident/Property Owner:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is conducting an environmental study in specific areas of the
Harbor Gateway neighborhood.

The purpose of the study is to confirm residences are protected from vapor intrusion—a process where vapors
from groundwater contamination migrate into the indoor air of nearby buildings—which may be occurring
because of contamination from the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites.

As a precaution, EPA would like to test the air inside your home to determine if there is a buildup of
contaminants from the two sites. This testing is voluntary and there is no cost to you for testing.

In the past, EPA examined the factors that may lead to vapor intrusion, but found no indication of exposure to
residents. However, recent changes to site conditions, new knowledge about site contaminants, and a better
understanding of how vapor intrusion works and is tested has led EPA to work with the community to develop a
testing program for vapor intrusion. As a result, EPA is asking permission from residents and property owners
to test inside homes.

Please note that your drinking water does not come from groundwater in this area. Your drinking water is
supplied by California Water Service Company. specifically their Rancho Dominguez District, which meets all
state and federal drinking water standards.

The process for testing for indoor air involves placing small sampling devices in your home, in a crawl space, or
underneath the floor for sampling over a seven-day period. If your home does not have a crawl space, EPA may
request specific permission to drill a pencil-sized hole in the floor to take samples underneath the home.

EPA’s goal is to conduct this sampling event before the spring, and we can work with you on your preferred
sampling time. EPA will notify you of the results within a few weeks after the testing. If levels exceed EPA’s
health-based screening levels, we will present options to you as to how to proceed.

EPA’s Sampling Access Agreement is also attached to this letter. Please sign the Sampling Access
Agreement and return it to EPA as soon as possible at the following address: Yarissa Martinez, U.S. EPA
Region 9, 600 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1460, Los Angeles, California 90017, by email, martinez.varissa(@epa.gov,
or by fax, (213) 244-1850.

If you have any questions, please call or email me at (213) 244-1806 and the email above. You may also
contact EPA’s Community Involvement Coordinator, Alejandro Diaz, at (415) 972-3242, or by e-mail at
diaz.alejandro@epa.gov. We greatly appreciate your cooperation. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Y;L\rissa' artinez, EPA Project Manager
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Please complete, sign, and return the residential property access consent form to Yarissa Martinez, Remedial
Project Manager, or the EPA sampling representative.

Yarissa Martinez

EPA, Remedial Project Manager
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov
213-244-1806

Fax: (213) 244-1850

Thank You!

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY ACCESS CONSENT FORM

My signature below acknowledges that I voluntarily consent and grant EPA representatives and authorized
contractors permission to enter the residential property located at the address below in Los Angeles County,
California, during mutually agreeable scheduled times, for the purpose of obtaining indoor and outdoor air
samples as part of EPA’s Indoor Air Investigation at the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites.

Address

Property Owner o Renter/Tenant o

Name - Please Print

Signature

Date

Phone Number
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VOCs and Vapor Intrusion

TCE, benzene, and monochlorobenzene are types of VOCs
found at the Sites that can move as vapors from the groundwater
through soil under certain conditions. These underground VOCs
are a product of contamination from the Sites, as well as from the
past activities of several companies that once operated in the area
northwest of the Sites. Since the 1990s, the companies responsible
for the pollution have worked to develop and construct a treat-
ment system to clean up and contain contaminated groundwater.
As part of this effort, a groundwater treatment system (located on
Normandie Avenue at West 204™ St.) was built and is scheduled
to be operational in 2015.

Why Are You Sampling Now?

If vapors move under a building, it is possible for them to pass
through cracks and other openings in the foundation and enter

the indoor air (see Figure 1). If this happens at high enough levels,

it may create a health risk for those breathing indoor air. Recent s N £
scientific studies for TCE have led EPA to take more protective Figure 2: Sampling Areas
measures to test for and minimize the risk of vapor intrusion.

How Does EPA Do Sampling? How Can | Sign Up?

Furthermore, EPA has learned vapor intrusion levels can vary

throughout the year, and that the most accurate time to mea- Sampling usually requires two 30-minute home visits. During the first EPA has prioritized two residential sampling areas for the vapor
sure the greatest potential for VOC buildup is during the winter visit, EPA will explain how household products and everyday activities intrusion investigation. If you live outside the residential sampling
months. Based on these developments, EPA has decided to evalu- (like using your heater or opening windows) can affect indoor air qual- areas and are interested in participating, please contact EPA. Out-
ate homes in the Harbor Gateway community for vapor intrusion. ity. EPA will place 1-2 small air samplers in the breathing side these areas, EPA may sample as resources allow.

zone (3-6 feet above the floor) to collect the samples in the

As such, EPA is asking residents for permission to sample house. Other samplers may be placed in the crawl space Please check to see if you are within the project area on the map
indoor air in homes in February 2015 to confirm that EPA’s beneath the home and in the outdoors. If the home does above. If so, please contact EPA representatives Yarissa or Ale-
new, lower standards for TCE and VOCs exposure are not not have a crawl space, EPA may request specific per- jandro (contact information on opposite side) to schedule an ap-
being exceeded. mission to drill a pencil-sized hole in the floor to take pointment. Before EPA can take any samples, we need written

samples underneath the home. During the second visit, permission from the property owner and the resident.
EPA picks up the samplers, and then sends them to an

EPA-approved lab for analysis. In four to five weeks, Typical sampling

adielle

EPA will contact the residents and/or landowners with  equipment (3”)
the results, and discuss any potential follow-up steps.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency e Region 9 e San Francisco, CA e September 2014

EPA Requests Comments on
Proposed DNAPL Cleanup Plan

The United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is seeking public comments

on this Proposed Plan for cleanup of dense
non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) ar

the Montrose Superfund Site. The DNAPL
operable unit (OU) is one of seven OUs at
the Montrose Superfund Site. This Proposed
Plan presents the remedial actions designed

to address DNAPL residing in soil and
groundwater beneath the Montrose Superfund

Site. These remedial actions will complement What is DNAPL?

the groundwater cleanup action that was Dense Non-Aqueous Phase liquid is
selected in 1999, because DNAPL acts as a a technical way of describing pock-
source to groundwater contamination, and ets of pure contaminants within
cleanup of this source will help ensure the soil and groundwater.

groundwater remedy is successful.

EPA, as the lead agency for this cleanup, has
prepared this Proposed Plan in consultation
with the support agency, California Depart-
ment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
and other stakeholders.

This Proposed Plan summarizes key infor-
mation and results from EPA’s Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study reports.
The EPA’s preferred method for address-
ing the contaminants and an analysis of

all cleanup alternatives are described in

this Plan. Although EPA has identified a
preferred alternative, EPA will not make

a final decision until all the comments

are considered. The public is encouraged

to provide comments on any or all of the
alternatives. For more detailed information,
please see the Feasibility Study report, and
other reports and documents within the ad-
ministrative record, available at the locations

specified on the back page.

EPA’s primary objective for this Plan is to
protect human health and the environ-
ment from contaminants found in DNAPL
beneath the Montrose Superfund Site’.

Public Comment Period

September 8" - February 13*, 2015

The EPA is interested in hearing from the public, and will accept public comments
from early September to late November. EPA invites you to a Community Meeting
where you can hear a presentation discussing the Proposed Plan and offer your oral
and written comments. EPA will consider these comments and respond to them
when selecting a remedy. EPA will document the comments and responses in a sec-
tion of the final decision document, called the Record of Decision (ROD). There are
several ways for the public to provide comments (written, oral, email or faxed com-
ments). This information is listed on page 15.

Public Comment Meeting

Saturday, November 8, 2014
10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 Vermont Ave, Torrance, California

!This Proposed Plan is being issued pursuant to CERCLA §117(a), 42 U.S.C. §9617(a), and the National Contingency Plan §300.430(f)(3), 40 C.ER. §300.430(f)(3).







Site Background

Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (Montrose) manu-
factured the technical grade of the pesticide dichlorodiphenyl-
trichloroethane (DDT) from 1947 until 1982 at a 13-acre plant
located at 20201 Normandie Avenue, in Los Angeles, near the City
of Torrance, California (see Figure 1).

The plant was dismantled and demolished by 1983, and the plant
property was graded and covered with an asphalt cap. In its 35 years
of operation, the Montrose plant released hazardous substances into
the surrounding environment, including surface soil, groundwater,
stormwater drainage ditches, sanitary sewers, and ultimately the
Pacific Ocean.

Contaminants used at the plant entered the ground within the
former Montrose plant property (“Montrose Property”) through
leaks from valves and clogged lines, and other elements of the DDT
manufacturing process. Chlorobenzene, which is a colorless, flam-
mable liquid and a common solvent, was one of the most widely
encountered contaminants resulting from the plant operation.

Soil beneath the Montrose Property is also contaminated with
DDT, which is a crystalline solid and not soluble in water. DDT
sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with ground-
water. Therefore, DDT by itself does not cause contamination of

'R I

Normandie Avenue

[ Jfl |

Figure 1. Former Montrose Plant Property

groundwater. However, DDT is soluble in chlorobenzene. At this
site DDT dissolved in chlorobenzene, and formed a liquid mixcure
consisting of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene.
This mixture is referred to as “Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid,”
or “DNAPL.” DNAPL contamination occurs in soil and groundwa-
ter beneath the Montrose Property. When DNAPL comes into con-
tact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from the DNAPL.
At the Montrose Superfund Site, the chlorobenzene has formed a
groundwater plume that extends more than 1.5 miles downstream
of the Montrose Property.

Montrose Superfund Site Operable Units

Montrose Superfund Site







The Del Amo Superfund Site, which
includes the former site of a 280-acre
synthetic rubber manufacturing plant, is
located east of the Montrose Superfund Site
(see Figure 2). During operations, chemi-
cals such as benzene were released into soil
and groundwater beneath the plant. The
chlorobenzene plume from the Montrose
Superfund Site is mixed with the benzene
plume originating at the Del Amo Super-
fund Site.

EPA listed the Montrose Site on the
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL)

in 1989. In order to organize the investiga-
tion and cleanup activities, EPA divided the
Montrose Superfund Site into several parts,
which are called “Operable Units” (OUs).
The OU that addresses the DNAPL source,
as well as adjacent OUs for soil and ground-
water at the Montrose Superfund Site, are
briefly described on the opposite page.

Figure 2 shows the main areas of the
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites. As
mentioned above, the DNAPL remedy will
complement the Groundwater remedy from
both Sites by removing DNAPL that serves
as a source of groundwater contamination.

Site Characteristics

Current Land Use

The Montrose Property was regraded and
capped with asphalt by Montrose in 1985.
Within the property boundary, two large
raised building pads and a total of six
temporary soil and debris containment cells
were constructed by EPA to temporarily
store contaminated soils excavated from
Kenwood Avenue (the Historic Stormwater
Pathway-Neighborhood OU). In addi-
tion, Montrose is currently constructing
the groundwater treatment facility for the
Groundwater OU for both Sites at the
Montrose Property. Extensive dust monitor-
ing is being performed during construc-
tion activities to ensure public health and
construction worker safety.
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Figure 2. Main Areas of the Dual Site Groundwater Contamination

A 2004 study conducted by EPA concluded that the most likely reuse scenario for the Mon-
trose Property would be industrial land use. The adjacent properties are also zoned industrial
and commercial. Land use south and southeast of the Montrose Property is mixed manufac-

turing, commercial, and residential.

Although the State of California designates all of the water-bearing units beneath the

Montrose property as having potential potable beneficial use, there are currently no known

municipal or private potable production wells in use within the area of DNAPL distribu-
tion and/or dissolved groundwater contamination at the Montrose Superfund Site. The
nearest municipal supply wells are located more than 2 miles from the Montrose Property,
and about 0.5 to 1 mile southeast from the furthest extent of groundwater contamination
related to the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites.
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Site Contamination

The remedial actions described in this Proposed Plan are focused on
the DNAPL source. DNAPL has a density higher than water, so it
sinks when put into water. As mentioned above, DNAPL at the Site
consists of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene.
Chlorobenzene is a volatile organic compound (VOC) that can
volatilize (that is, can be emitted as gas) from solids or liquids into
the atmosphere and cause vapor intrusion (VI). It is also soluble in
water. In contact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from
DNAPL and forms a plume of contaminated groundwater referred
to as the “chlorobenzene plume.” This dissolved clorobenzene plume
is being addressed by the Dual Site Groundwater remedy. The
potential VI from the DNAPL source and dissolved chlorobenzene
plume is being currently evaluated by EPA.

DDT is not volatile and not soluble in water. Because it is not
volatile, DDT does not pose a risk of VI. Also, as mentioned above,
DDT sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with
groundwater; therefore, the chlorobenzene plume includes little to

no DDT.

Beneath the Montrose Property, DNAPL is found at depths ranging
from 7 to 101.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Depth to ground-
water in this area is about 40 to 60 feet bgs. DNAPL, therefore,
occurs in both the unsaturated zone (soils above groundwater) and
the saturated zone (soils at the groundwater level). Site soils, in both
the unsaturated and saturated zones, are composed of discontinuous
layers of silt, sand, and clays.

Pools of DNAPL are perched on top of less-penetrable soils such
as silt, and clay. Figure 3 is a diagram of typical vertical DNAPL
distribution at a site like Montrose.

The full extent of DNAPL at the Site occurs beneath (and within
the horizontal boundaries of) the Montrose Property, and well
within the TI Waiver Zone established by EPA (see box above).

The estimated lateral extent of DNAPL, known as the “entire treat-
ment area,” is about 160,000 square feet (ft?) (see Figure 5).

What is a Tl Waiver Zone?

The groundwater remedy includes long-term hydraulic
containment of the DNAPL-contaminated area and a
buffer around this area referred to as the “Technical Im-
practicability (Tl) Waiver Zone." The Tl Waiver Zone was
established because, as documented in the groundwa-
ter ROD, EPA determined that removal of all DNAPL was
not practicable, given current technologies. This area will
be evaluated for protection again in 2015.
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Figure 3. Sample Diagram of Vertical DNAPL Distribution

Figure 4. Mobile vs. Residual DNAPL

Mobile Vs. Residual DNAPL

DNAPL at the Montrose Property occurs in both “mobile” and
“residual” forms. Mobile DNAPL is a continuous mass of DNAPL
that can flow with groundwater and/or sink under gravitational
forces.

Residual DNAPL is trapped in the pore spaces of soil particles and
cannot move laterally and/or vertically under natural conditions (see
Figure 4).

Mobile DNAPL is present beneath the Montrose Property within a
much smaller area of approximately 26,000 ft*. This area is known as
the “focused treatment area” and was estimated based on the known
occurrence of mobile DNAPL in wells in the source area and mea-
sured DNAPL concentrations above 53,000 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg), which was determined to be a threshold, above which
DNAPL was considered to be mobile. The area of mobile DNAPL is
shown in Figure 5.

The extent of mobile DNAPL may be further refined, if needed,
during the remedial design and remedial action phases of work, with
input from the State.

Montrose Superfund Site
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Summary of Risk and Basis for Action

Based on the land and groundwater uses described above, the DNAPL at the Montrose
Superfund Site does not currently pose an exposure risk to human or ecological receptors.
However, DNAPL is the principal threat at the Montrose Superfund Site, because it con-
tinues to dissolve into the groundwater, and serves as a long-term source of chlorobenzene
and, to a lesser degree, other contaminants to groundwater and soil vapor.

The Groundwater remedy for both Sites is designed to hydraulically contain and remedi-
ate the dissolved plume coming from the DNAPL source, and also hydraulically contain

the TT Waiver Zone that surrounds DNAPL. Residual DNAPL is trapped in pore spaces
between soil particles within the TI Waiver Zone and cannot migrate in the subsurface
outside this zone under natural conditions. However, mobile DNAPL that is present at the
former Montrose Plant Property remains a threat to groundwater and soil vapor, because it
is capable of continued vertical and/or lateral migration outside the TT Waiver Zone. This
potential migration of mobile DNAPL may result in failure of the Groundwater remedy.
Removing mobile DNAPL, therefore, is a critical component in preserving the groundwater
resource and ensuring protection of human health and the environment.

It is EPA’s current judgment that the Preferred Alternative identified in this Proposed Plan,
or one of the other active measures considered in the Proposed Plan, is necessary to protect
public health or the welfare of the environment from actual or threatened releases of haz-
ardous substances into the environment. The Preferred Alternative is focused on prevent-
ing uncontrolled migration and the spread of mobile DNAPL to ensure (1) protection of

Remediation
Objectives

The remediation objectives for the
DNAPL remedy are as follows:

+ Prevent human exposure to
DNAPL (via ingestion, inhala-
tion, or dermal contact) that
would pose an unacceptable
health risk to on or off property
receptors under industrial land
uses of the Montrose Property
and adjacent properties.

+ To the extent practicable,
limit uncontrolled lateral and
vertical migration of mobile
DNAPL under industrial land
use and hydraulic conditions in
groundwater.

+ Increase the probability of
achieving and maintaining
containment of dissolved-phase
contamination to the extent
practicable, as required by the
existing groundwater ROD, for
the time period that such con-
tainment remains necessary.

« Reduce mobile DNAPL mass to
the extent practicable.

- To the extent practicable,
reduce the potential for
recontamination of aquifers
that have been restored by the
groundwater remedial actions,
as required by the groundwater
ROD, in the event containment
should fail.

- To the extent practicable,
reduce the dissolved-phase
concentrations within the con-
tainment zone over time.

human health and the environment, and (2)
the success of the groundwater remedy at
the Montrose Superfund Site.

The objectives, methods, and technologies
that are planned to accomplish these goals
are discussed next.
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Remediation
Alternatives

Table 1 lists the alternatives and shows the
technologies that were used to assemble
each alternative.

The primary technologies used to assemble
active remediation alternatives are:

¢ Institutional Controls
* Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)
* Hydraulic Displacement
* In-Situ Soil Heating, including:
- Steam Injection
- Electrical Resistance Heating (ERH)

An overview of these technologies is pro-
vided after Table 1, followed by detailed
descriptions of the nine remediation alterna-
tives (Alternatives 1 through 6B).

ALTERNATIVE 1: No Action

Superfund regulations require that the “no
action” alternative be evaluated in order to
establish a baseline for comparison. Under
this alternative, EPA would take no action
to reduce DNAPL mass or mobility or to
comply with the remediation objectives,
other than those actions required by the
groundwater and soil remedies.

ALTERNATIVE 2:

Institutional Controls
Includes the following:

¢ A land use covenant would be established
to prevent access to DNAPL-impacted
soils and groundwater and to restrict
future activities at the Montrose property
for industrial use only. These land use
and access restrictions would continue
and be monitored as part of a formal site
inspection and maintenance program.
Institutional controls for DNAPL would
be limited to DNAPL-impacted areas
including the Montrose Property and
potentially a small portion of the former
aircraft manufacturing facility property to
the north.

Table 1. Remediation Alternatives

Technology
S g
- c
- 5 c | 8
Remediation £ N - o o
Alternative s w g 3 k7 g
s - v £ = =
o o® = =
£2| a5 | 58 < S
28| 55| 82| £ | &
s € = w - 2 S Y
2 o o £ > = - 9
=V v D o wn w
1.No Action
2. Institutional Controls X
3. Institutional Controls and Soil Vapor X X
Extraction (Unsaturated Zone)
4A. Hydraulic Displacement with Untreated X X X
Water Injection
4B. Hydraulic Displacement with Treated
- X X X
Water Injection
5A. Steam Injection, Focused Treatment
X X X
Area
5B. Steam Injection, Entire Treatment Area X X X

6B. Electrical Resistance Heating, Entire

X X X
Treatment Area

[ EPA’s preferred alternative

ALTERNATIVE 3: Soil Vapor Extraction

Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

* Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) would be implemented to remove and treat VOCs at the
site. SVE is a remedial technology for removing VOCs, such as chlorobenzene, from
permeable unsaturated soils (zone above groundwater). VOCs occurring in the unsatu-
rated zone, stuck to soil grains or as a component of DNAPL, will vaporize into soil gas
(air-filled pore spaces) and can be extracted using SVE. This remedy will not address the
contamination in the saturated soils. For this alternative, 23 vapor extraction wells would
be installed throughout the DNAPL-impacted unsaturated zone, and a vacuum would be
applied to wells to induce soil vapor flow through permeable soil layers into these wells.
The soil vapors would be extracted from the wells using a vacuum blower and treated
prior to atmospheric discharge, using one of the following technologies:

- Disposable granular activated carbon (GAC)/resin (similar to a home water purifying
pitcher)

- Steam-regenerable GAC/resin

- Thermal oxidation with acid-gas scrubbing

Cost  $0.2 million Duration 7 years
(Net Present Value [NPV]) Cost $4.4 to $4.8 million NPV
Capital Costs — $1.6 million
OcrM Costs — $2.8- $3.2 million (: depending on discount rates of 7%
and 4%, respectively).
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A Description of Potential Technologies

What are Institutional Controls?

Legal and administrative controls applied to properties to minimize the potential for
human exposure to contamination left on a property or to protect the remedy in place.

Land Use Covenant

Will prevent access to DNAPL-impacted soils and groundwater, and restrict future activities at the Montrose property for

industrial use only. The effectiveness of the institutional controls will be monitored.

J

What is Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)?

Removes chemicals in the form of vapors by vacuuming vapors out of soil, and treating them
by an air treatment technology onsite. Final air emissions meet air pollution regulations.

Vapor Treatment Options (Typical, not all options apply to this Plan)

Adsorption

Adsorbent material like carbon and
polymer resin adsorbs contaminants.
Condensation

Vapors are cooled until contaminants
become liquid and are removed.
Thermal Oxidation

High heat (1400-1800°F) is used to
destroy vapor contaminants.

Air pollution
control equipment

Extraction well (SVE)

Water (able\

/

\/\ﬂon/

At a Glance:
e Used since the 1970’s

* Best uses for removing

chemicals that evaporate
easily (VOCs)

¢ Cost effective

What is Hydraulic Displacement?

Simultaneous extraction and injection of groundwater to mobilize DNAPL
toward extraction wells. Extracted groundwater is separated from DNAPL
and treated before reinjection (treatment is not included for Alternative 4a).

water

ground surface

water treatment ¢ holding
clean
l -

At a Glance:

¢ Removes moderate amount of contamination

* Moderately intrusive

injection well

—_—

JE— groundwater

o groundwater
level

DNAPL and polluted

N\

What is In-Situ Soil Heating?

Heating the soil in order

to volatilize (vaporize) the
contamination, then capturing
and treating the vapors in a soil
vapor extraction system.

Vapors will be treated using
vapor treatment options
described in the SVE section.

\

At a Glance:

* Removes large amount of
contamination

* Requires large use of electricity

* Handles contaminated vapors
above ground

* Intrusive

Air-Water
Separator //

\

Electrical Resistance
Heating (ERH)
Air-Water
Separator 1%

Se
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ALTERNATIVE 4A: Hydraulic Displacement

with Untreated Water Injection
Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

® SVE (see Alternative 3).

* Hydraulic Displacement (HD) with untreated water injection
would be implemented over a focused treatment area to remove
mobile DNAPL. The HD system includes extraction and injec-
tion of groundwater at the same time to help control water flow
and move DNAPL pools toward extraction wells. The HD system
requires installation of extraction wells throughout the DNAPL-
impacted zone and simultaneous pumping of groundwater and
DNAPL. The extracted DNAPL/groundwater would be separat-
ed. DNAPL would be disposed off-site and groundwater would
be reinjected. The HD system would include 23 extraction wells
and 46 injection wells positioned in a five-spot type pattern using
50-foot well spacing, with four extraction wells surrounding one
injection well. Injection wells would additionally be positioned
around the perimeter of the treatment area to move mobile
DNAPL inward, toward the recovery wells. Five additional
containment wells will be located on the downgradient side of the
DNAPL extent to hydraulically contain displaced groundwater.
Dissolved-phase contaminants present in extracted groundwater
would not be removed prior to reinjection. A combined ground-
water extraction and reinjection rate of approximately 150 gallons
per minute (gpm) is expected to be achieved under this alterna-
tive. DNAPL accumulated in the extraction wells will be removed
using low-flow pneumatic bladder pumps and combined with
DNAPL recovered in groundwater from the gravity separator.
Separated DNAPL would be transferred to the collection tank for
offsite disposal; separated groundwater would be transferred for
subsequent filtration and reinjection.

ALTERNATIVE 4B: Hydraulic Displacement

with Treated Water Injection
Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

® SVE (see Alternative 3).

* HD with treated water injection would be carried out over
a focused treatment area similar to Alternative 4A, with the
exception that groundwater would be treated before reinjection.
After DNAPL separation, the extracted groundwater would be
filtered and treated onsite using a combination of liquid-phase
GAC to remove chlorobenzene and other VOCs by adsorption,
and HiPOx advanced oxidation technology to destroy pCBSA
(parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid) through oxidation processes.
The effectiveness of these two technologies in treating the primary
dissolved contaminants has been demonstrated by pilot testing.

Duration
Cost

8 years

$18.0 to $20.1 million NPV

Capital Costs — $6.0 -$6.4 million,

O&M Costs — 812.0 - $13.7 million (depending on
discount rates of 7% and 4%, respectively)

ALTERNATIVE 5A: Steam Injection,

Focused Treatment Area
Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

e SVE (see Alternative 3).

* Steam injection over a focused treatment area would be carried
out to remove mobile DNAPL. Under this alternative, pressur-
ized steam is injected below the surface using a gas-fired steam
generator to vaporize contaminants from DNAPL. The vacuum
blowers will then be used to collect the vapors from the subsur-
face into SVE recovery wells. The steam can additionally displace
or flush DNAPL toward recovery wells. The increased heat will
also cause a decrease in the DNAPL viscosity and interfacial
tension (that is, make it more liquid), thereby increasing the
mobility of DNAPL. Steam injection and multiphase extraction
wells (groundwater, DNAPL, and soil vapors) would be installed
throughout the focused treatment area in either a five-spot or
seven-spot pattern. Wells would be spaced approximately 42 feet
apart in a five-spot pattern, with a total of 14 steam injection
wells and 27 multiphase extraction wells.

Duration 8 years

Cost $11.0 to $12.2 million NPV
Capital Costs — $5.2-$5.5 million,
OcrM Costs — $5.8- $6.7 million ( depending on dis-
count rates of 7% and 4%, respectively).
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To address the potential risk of downward DNAPL movement
posed by a steam injection, a technology referred to as “hot floor”
would be used. The hot floor technology involves heating the lay-
er beneath the known depth of DNAPL occurrence. This creates
a heat barrier at the base of the DNAPL treatment zone, which
helps prevent vertical movement of DNAPL. Steam and heated
soil vapors would be pulled from below the surface and treated
onsite using steam-regenerable carbon/resin. Extracted ground-
water would be treated by a combination of GAC to remove
chlorobenzene and other VOCs, and HiPOx to destroy pCBSA
through a chemical oxidation process. Treated groundwater will
be piped to the treatment system for Dual Site Groundwater for
subsequent reinjection.

Duration 4 to 7 years

Cost $ 22.3 million to $ 32.4 million NPV
Capital Costs — $12.0 - $12.7 million,
O&M Costs — $10.3 - $19.7 million (depending on
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to
the energy demand).

ALTERNATIVE 5B: Steam Injection,

Entire Treatment Area
Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

e SVE (see Alternative 3).

* Steam injection over the entire treatment area (160,000 ft?)
would be implemented in the same manner as described for the
focused treatment area (Alternative 5A), except that the target
treatment volume would be considerably larger. This alternative
would treat areas containing both mobile and residual DNAPL.
Because the proposed steam treatment area is large and the
volume of contamination is significantly greater than for Alterna-
tive 5A, a pilot test would be run in advance of full-scale steam
injection to confirm design details required to install and operate
a full-scale system. Steam injection and multiphase (groundwater
and soil vapors) extraction wells would be installed throughout
the entire DNAPL-impacted area using the same well pattern
and spacing indicated for the focused treatment area. Assuming
a five-spot pattern with 42-foot well spacing, a total of 61 steam
injection and 53 multiphase extraction wells would be required.
A “hot floor” also would be implemented for this alternative.

Duration 7 to 9 years

Cost $ 50.8 million to $ 84.0 million NPV
Capital Costs — $23.5 - $26.1 million,
OSM Costs — $27.3 - $57.9 million (depending on
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to
the energy demand).

ALTERNATIVE 6A: Electrical Resistance

Heating, Focused Treatment Area
Includes the following:

o Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

e SVE (see Alternative 3).

* Electrical Resistance Heating (ERH) over a focused treat-
ment area would be implemented for vaporizing DNAPL.
This would be done by installing electrodes throughout the
treatment zone and transmitting an electric current between
them to heat the soil by electrical resistance. The ERH process
would remove chlorobenzene from the DNAPL by vapor-
izing it. The vapors generated by this process would then be
recovered by SVE wells for above-ground vapor treatment.
The DDT component of DNAPL will then precipitate out
of DNAPL and will remain immobile and adsorbed to soil
particles at depths exceeding 40 to 60 feet bgs. As discussed
above, DDT is not soluble in water and will “stick” to soils
deep below the surface and will therefore be immobilized.
Therefore, DDT does not pose a risk to groundwater resources
and/or human health and the environment. A total of 102
ERH electrodes for heating the subsurface and 66 multiphase
extraction wells for removing DNAPL vapors and contami-
nated groundwater would be required for this alternative. Each
location will include multiple electrode segments stacked in
a common hole to allow heating at the bottom of the treat-
ment zone, and then gradually heating upper intervals. This
“bottom up” heating approach is similar to conditions in the
“hot floor” methodology integrated into the steam injection
alternatives; creating a heated soil barrier at the bottom of the
DNAPL treatment zone to prevent DNAPL from moving into
deeper zones. Heated soil vapors would be extracted from the
multiphase extraction wells for onsite treatment using a regen-
erable carbon/resin system. Groundwater extracted from the
multiphase extraction wells would be treated by a combina-
tion of GAC to remove chlorobenzene and other VOCs, and
HiPOx to destroy pCBSA by oxidation. Treated groundwater
would be transferred to the treatment system for the Dual Site
Groundwater for reinjection. (A sample diagram of the ERH
system is provided in Figure 7 on page 16).

Duration 4 to 7 years

Cost $ 18.6 million to $ 25.0 million NPV
Capital Costs — $10.2 - $10.8 million,
O&M Costs — $8.4 - $14.2 million (depending on
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related
to the energy demand).
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ALTERNATIVE 6B: Electrical Resistance Heating,

Entire Treatment Area
Includes the following:

¢ Institutional Controls (see Alternative 2).

® SVE (see Alternative 3).

* ERH over the entire treatment area of 160,000 ft* would be imple-
mented to vaporize DNAPL in the same manner as described for the
focused treatment area (Alternative 6A), except that the target treat-
ment volume would be considerably larger. This alternative would
treat areas containing both mobile and residual DNAPL. Because
the proposed thermal treatment area and volume are significant, a
pilot test would be implemented in advance of full-scale ERH to
confirm design parameters and assumptions. A total of 456 ERH
electrodes and 203 multiphase extraction wells would be installed for
thermal treatment of the entire DNAPL-impacted area.

Duration 7 to 9 years

Cost $46.2 million to $69.5 million NPV
Capital Costs — $24.7 - $27.3 million,
O&M Costs — $21.5 - $42.2 million (depending on dis-
count rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to the
energy demand).

Nine Criteria Evaluation

'The nine criteria used in EPA’s evaluation process are presented in
Figure 6. A comparison of the active remediation alternatives (4A, 4B,
5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) is provided in Table 2. All active remedial alterna-
tives are also compared to Alternative 1 (No Action) as required by the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) law. Alternatives 2 and 3 are not included in this
evaluation because they do not include reduction of mobile DNAPL in
the saturated zone and, therefore, do not meet the required threshold
criteria for protection of human health and the environment.

Overall Protection of Human Health and

the Environment

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the
environment. All six active alternatives listed in Table 2 (4A through
6B) will be protective of human health and the environment.

DNAPL area on the Former Montrose Property

National Contingency Plan Criteria for Evaluating
Remedial Alternatives and How the Alternatives

Meet the Criteria

Overall Protectiveness of Human Health
and the Environment

Determines whether an alternative eliminates, reduces,
or controls threats to public health and the environment
through institutional controls, engineering controls,

or treatment.

Compliance with State and Federal
Environmental Requirements O

Evaluates alternatives for compliance with
environmental protection requirements.

e Long-term Effectiveness ' W[

Considers an alternative’s ability to maintain reliable .
protection of human health and the environment
after implementation. A

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

of Contaminants through Treatment
Evaluates an alternative’s use of treatment to
reduce the hamful effects of principal
contaminants, their ability to move in the
emvironment, and the amount of contamination present.

?Cosl

Weighs the benefits of a particular alternative against
the cost of implementation.

@ Short-tenm Effeciivances

Addresses the period of time needed to achieve
protection and any adverse impacts on human health
and the environment that may be posed during the construction
and implementation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

o Implementability

Refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of
the altemative, including the availability of materials and
senvices needed to implement a particular option.

Esue Acceptance @

Considers whether the state favors or objects to any of
the alternatives based on the available information. T

9 Community Acceptance

Indicates whether community concerns are addressed by the
alternative and whether the community has a preference for an
alternative. Although public comment is animportant part of the
final decision, the EPA must balance

community concerns with all the m

previously mentioned cnteria.

Figure 6. EPA’s Nine Criteria Evaluation Process
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Alternatives 4A and 4B protect the environment by removing
mobile DNAPL mass from the saturated zone by HD, thereby
reducing the risk of mobile DNAPL migration either laterally or
downward. Although Alternatives 4A and 4B will not likely be
able to remove all mobile DNAPL, the mobility of the remaining
DNAPL will be reduced and less likely to pose a significant threat
to the environment or a risk of uncontrolled migration under nor-
mal hydrologic conditions.

Alternatives 5A and GA protect the environment by removing most
or all mobile DNAPL and some residual DNAPL mass from the
saturated zone by thermal treatment. Alternatives 5B and 6B will
remove all mobile and most residual DNAPL. Thermal alternatives
(5A through 6B) are more protective of human health and the envi-
ronment because they would remove all mobile DNAPL, and some
or most of the residual DNAPL from the subsurface. However, each
of the candidate alternatives can potentially cause adverse migra-
tion of DNAPL during the remedy implementation. The risk of
adverse migration is slightly higher under thermal alternatives than
under HD alternatives, but the risks for adverse DNAPL migration
could be managed and effectively mitigated by using a “hot floor”
approach for steam injection alternatives, and “bottom up” heating
for the ERH alternatives.

Based on the above, all six alternatives were ranked to be equally
protective of human health and the environment (see Table 2).

Compliance with ARARs

Alternative 1 (No Action) does not comply with ARARs. All six
active alternatives listed in Table 2 (4A through 6B) include SVE
with ex-situ vapor treatment, which will comply with air emission
ARARs including the Clean Air Act and South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) Regulations IV, X, XI, XIII,
and XIV.

These alternatives will also comply with wastewater discharge
ARARs under Code of Federal Regulations Title 40 Section 122

(40 CFR 122) and California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 23
Chapter 9, which regulate discharge of treated groundwater to the
storm water system under a Waste Discharge Requirements/NPDES
permit. Construction activities would also meet the substantive
storm water protection requirements of State Water Resources Con-
trol Board General Order 2009-009-DWQ.

Temporary on-Site accumulation of DNAPL would be required for
alternatives 4A through 6B. The DNAPL is expected to be a haz-
ardous waste and would be managed according to the substantive
requirements of 22 CCR 66262-268 for hazardous waste manage-
ment and disposal. The aboveground collection tank for DNAPL
will comply with the hazardous waste storage regulations under 22

CCR 66262-66265, including the tank design requirements.

Alternatives 4B through 6B include treatment of the dissolved-phase

concentrations in groundwater prior to re-injection and would also
comply with the 1999 Groundwater ROD in-situ groundwater

standards. However, Alternative 4A entails the reinjection of un-
treated groundwater, and will not meet State and Federal maximum
contaminant levels for water, which are the ARARSs for reinjection,
as described in the 1999 ROD requirement. The other five alterna-
tives (4B, 5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) comply with all ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

The long-term effectiveness of the candidate alternatives is deter-
mined by their ability to reduce mobile DNAPL mass, ensure that
mobile DNAPL does not migrate laterally and vertically outside
the TT Waiver Zone, and increase the certainty of the success of the
groundwater remedy. Alternative 1 (No Action) is not an effective
remedy, in the short term or the long term, and therefore does not
comply with this criterion. The long-term effectiveness of thermal
alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) is greater than that for the HD
alternatives (4A and 4B), because the thermal alternatives are more
effective in removing mobile DNAPL.

Thermal treatment is the most appropriate and aggressive approach
for DNAPL removal beneath the Montrose Property, because the
effectiveness of thermal treatment does not depend on soil charac-
teristics and/or distribution of DNAPL below the surface. Thermal
treatment can reach DNAPL that occurs in coarse-grained soils
such as sand, as well as in fine-grained soils such as silts and clays.
In comparison, the effectiveness of HD is severely impacted by

the low-permeability layers of silt and clay beneath the Montrose
property. HD can only reach DNAPL in the most permeable sandy
layers, but will likely fail to reach it in less-permeable silts and clays.

Therefore, HD is far less effective in conditions like those beneath
the Montrose property, where DNAPL lies in various/diverse soil
types, including fine-grained silts and clays, and so are ranked “par-
tially effective” (see Table 2).

While more aggressive thermal Alternatives 5B and 6B would
remove the greatest mobile and residual DNAPL mass, even these
alternatives cannot remove all DNAPL and/or sufficient DNAPL
mass to meaningfully reduce the time required for long-term
hydraulic containment that will be performed as part of the OU-3
Groundwater remedy. Therefore, treatment of the entire area by
thermal alternatives (5B and 6B) offers little advantage over the fo-
cused treatment area alternatives (5A and 6A) in terms of the long-
term effectiveness and permanence. Because mobile DNAPL occurs
within the focused treatment area, Alternatives 5B and 6B are simi-
lar to focused treatment area alternatives 5A and 6A with regard to
their ability to reduce the mobile DNAPL mass, limit uncontrolled
migration of DNAPL, and reduce the possibility of recontamination
of the groundwater areas outside the TI Waiver Zone.

Therefore, all four thermal alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) are
ranked “effective” (see Table 2).
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and/or
Volume of Hazardous Constituents
through Treatment

Alternative 1 (No Action) does not comply with this criterion,
because it does not reduce the toxicity, volume, and mobility of the
DNAPL. All active alternatives reduce the toxicity, volume, and
mobility of the DNAPL through treatment (see Table 2). However,
HD alternatives (4A and 4B) would remove less chlorobenzene
mass and would be less effective in reducing DNAPL volume in the
saturated zone compared to the thermal alternatives. Alternatives 5A
and GA are expected to remove mobile and some residual DNAPL,
so that only immobile DNAPL present below residual saturations
(i.e., DNAPL that is trapped in pore spaces between soil particles
as shown in Figure 4) remains below the surface. Since Alternatives
5B and 6B treat larger volumes, these alternatives would remove
the greatest volume of mobile and residual DNAPL from below the
surface, and achieve the greatest volume reduction.

However, although the potential reduction in DNAPL volume from
these entire-treatment-area thermal alternatives is the largest, it is
not significantly greater than the potential volume reduction of mo-
bile DNAPL under the focused-treatment-area alternatives (5A and
6A).). This is because most of the DNAPL (including all known
mobile DNAPL) occurs within the focused treatment area. As a re-
sult, the entire-treatment-area alternatives would likely remove only
a slightly greater volume of residual DNAPL from the area outside
the focused treatment area. Additionally, the entire-treatment-area
alternatives do not eliminate more mobile DNAPL, when compared
to Alternatives 5A and 6A, because all known mobile DNAPL is
within the focused treatment area. As a result, all thermal treatment
alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) are ranked similarly “effective”
(see Table 2).

Short-Term Effectiveness

As noted above, Alternative 1 (No Action) is not effective and
therefore does not comply with this criterion. All active alternatives
(4A, 4B, 5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) would be “effective” in protecting
human health and the environment in the short-term (Table 2).
As discussed above, each of these alternatives can potentially cause
some unfavorable migration of DNAPL during implementation.
The risk of unfavorable migration is slightly higher under thermal
alternatives than HD alternatives, although these risks could be
managed and effectively mitigated using a “hot floor” approach for
steam injection alternatives, and “bottom up” heating for the ERH
alternatives.

Thermal alternatives for the entire treatment area (Alternatives

5B and 6B) would also require a large amount of infrastructure
for subsurface heating, contaminant recovery, and treatment of
extracted fluids, which increases the potential for upset conditions
or fugitive emissions to occur in the short-term. While fugitive
emissions will be mitigated and likely contained by the SVE, this
would pose increased short-term risks to adjacent property owners,

including commercial buildings north of the Montrose Property,
and a chlorine gas plant at Jones. In addition, Alternatives 5B and
6B have the largest carbon footprints of the remedial alternatives
and would consume a significant amount of electricity and natural
gas. Based on the above, Alternatives 5B and 6B were ranked lower
for short-term effectiveness.

Implementability

Alternative 1 (No Action) is not implementable because it does not
meet ARARs and other criteria and therefore does not comply with
this criterion. In light of the ARAR waiver required for Alternative
4A, there is also a significant uncertainty regarding both acceptance
and implementation of this alternative based on the administra-
tive challenges, which must be mutually resolved among project
stakeholders. Based on preliminary feedback from the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which indicated
that injection of untreated water is not acceptable, Alternative 4A is
ranked as “not implementable” (see Table 2).

Alternative 4B is ranked “implementable.” The implementability of
HD has already been demonstrated through field pilot testing, and
the technologies proposed for treating extracted groundwater under
Alternative 4B have a proven record of success. Furthermore, the ef-
ficacy of water treatment operations proposed for Alternative 4B has
been demonstrated specifically for groundwater extracted from wells
at the Montrose Superfund Site.

Alternative 5A is ranked lower under this criterion than Alterna-
tive 6A, because effective capture of DNAPL vapors during steam
injection is more difficult to implement than for ERH. This is be-
cause contaminated steam can escape to surface through previously
drilled borings or wells. The ability to effectively capture DNAPL
vapors is especially important given the proximity of commercial
warehouse buildings located north of the Montrose property,

and an active chlorine gas plant located at Jones. Because of this
factor and the small number (2) of available commercial provid-
ers capable of providing steam injection services, it is considered
“moderately implementable.”

.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Pacific Southwest Region 9

2011 EPA booth at the Del Amo Street Fair
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Table 2. Comparative Analysis of Active Remediation Alternatives

National
Contingency Plan
(NCP) Criterion

1
No
Action

4A

Hydraulic
Displacement
with Untreated
Water Injection

4B

Hydraulic
Displacement
with Treated
Water Injection

5A

Steam
Injection,
Focused
Treatment Area

5B

Steam
Injection,
Entire
Treatment Area

6A

ERH, Focused
Treatment
Area (Preferred
Alternative)

6B
ERH, Entire
Treatment Area

Protective Protective Protective Protective Protective Protective Protective
of Human
Health and the
Environment
Injection of Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs
Compliance with untreated water
ARARs does not meet
ARARs
Partially Partially Effective Effective Effective Effective
Long-Term effectivein effective in
Effectiveness removing removing
mobile DNAPL | mobile DNAPL
Removes less Removes less Effective Effective Effective Effective
. chlorobenzene | chlorobenzene
Red.u.ctlon of . mass and would | mass and would
Toxicity, Mobility, be less effective | be less effective
and Volume in reducing in reducing
DNAPL volume | DNAPL volume
Effective Effective Effective - Partially Effective - Partially
has slightly Effective - has has slightly Effective - has
higher risk of higher risk of higher risk of higher risk of
unfavorable unfavorable unfavorable unfavorable
Short-Term DNAPL DNAPL DNAPL DNAPL
Effectiveness migration, but migration, and migration, but migration, and
it could be large carbon it could be large carbon
managed using | footprint managed using | footprint
a“hot floor” “bottom up”
heating
Not Implementable | Moderately Moderately Implementable | Moderately
Implementable Implementable | Implementable Implementable
~requires —large scale, —large scale,
Injection of complex requires requires
Implementability untreated water infrastructure complex complex
does not meet and specialized | infrastructure infrastructure
ARARs technology and specialized and specialized
vendors technology technology
vendors vendors
Cost
- $0 $11.0-$12.2 $18.0-520.1 $22.3-5324 $50.8-$84.0 $18.6-525.0 $46.2-$69.5
($ million NPV)
Capital Cost $0 $5.2-85.5 $6.0-56.4 $12.0-512.7 $23.5-$26.1 $10.2-510.8 $24.7-$27.3
O&M Cost $0 $5.8-56.7 $12.0-$13.7 $10.3-$19.7 $27.3-$57.9 $84-514.2 $21.5-$42.2
State Acceptance | DTSC concurs with EPA's preferred alternative
Public Acceptance | Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be evaluated after the public comment period
Relative Ranking = Meets Criterion =Partially meets criterion = Does not meet criterion
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Alternative 6A proposes the use of ERH, which is more frequently used than steam injec-
tion; thus, a broader range of experience and knowledge exists with this heating method. In
addition, the risks of fugitive emissions are lower under this alternative. ERH is also easier
to implement because a source of electrical power (two substations) is located adjacent to
the Montrose Property, and steam boilers are not required for this technology. Therefore,
this alternative is ranked “implementable.”

Alternatives 5B and 6B, if implemented, would be some of the largest and most com-

plex thermal remedies ever conducted. A significant amount of infrastructure would be
required for these entire-treatment-area thermal alternatives, increasing the difficulty of
implementing the project. In addition, these alternatives pose higher risks of uncontrolled
DNAPL migration and fugitive emissions, which need to be controlled due to the proxim-
ity of commercial buildings. Because of the installation challenges associated with the
increased scale and size of the remedy, Alternatives 5B and 6B are ranked to be “moder-
ately implementable.”

Cost

There is no cost associated with Alternative 1 (No Action). Of the active alternatives
considered, Alternative 4A has the lowest cost ($11.0 to $12.2 million NPV). Alternatives
4B, 5A, and 6A all have similar costs to remove DNAPL mass over the focused treatment
area. Alternative 4B includes treatment of groundwater prior to reinjection, which increases
the cost of this remedy ($18.0 to $20.1 million NPV) relative to that of 4A, but does not
offer the additional mass removal advantages of the thermal alternatives. Alternative 6A,
ERH over a focused treatment area ($18.6 to $25.0 million NPV), is less costly than the
equivalent steam injection Alternative 5A ($22.3 to $32.4 million NPV). However, both
alternatives offer generally similar performance with regard to removal of mobile and some

residual DNAPL.

Alternatives 5B and 6B are the highest cost remediation alternatives, with costs ranging
from $46.2 to $84.0 million NPV. However, as discussed above, treating a significantly
larger area as proposed by these alternatives will not likely remove more mobile DNAPL
compared to Alternatives 5A and 6A, because all known mobile DNAPL occurs within the
focused treatment area.

State Acceptance
DTSC has indicated that it is in general agreement with the proposed remedy.
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Figure 7. Diagram of the Conceptual ERH Remedial System

Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the preferred
alternative will be evaluated after the public
comment period.

Preferred
Alternative - 6A

EPAs Preferred Alternative to address
DNAPL at the Montrose Superfund Site is
Alternative 6A—-ERH, Focused Treatment
Area. EPA believes that this alternative pres-
ents the most reasonable and cost-effective
approach for removal of mobile DNAPL at
the Montrose Superfund site. This alterna-
tive includes:

e A land use covenant.

e SVE in the DNAPL-impacted unsatu-
rated zone.

e ERH in the focused treatment area of
approximately 26,000 ft* in the saturated
zone.

The proposed diagrams of this alternative
are shown in Figures 7 and 8.

Duration. The projected duration of the
preferred remediation alternative is expected
to be 4 years.

Cost. The estimated cost of the preferred
alternative ranges from $18.6 — $25.0
million. Based on the comparative analysis
of the remediation alternatives, this cost is
considered moderate, and is comparable to
the cost of Alternatives 4B and 5A.

Effectiveness. ERH is the most appropri-
ate and aggressive approach for DNAPL
removal beneath the Montrose property,
because thermal heating can reach DNAPL
trapped in coarse-grained (sand) as well as
finegrained (silt or clay) subsurface soils. Re-
gardless of the types of soils where DNAPL
occurs and/or levels of saturation, ERH will
effectively treat the mobile DNAPL within
its zone of heating.

Based on the evaluation of cleanup alterna-
tives, Alternative 6A meets all threshold
and balancing criteria. This alternative
appears to be more cost-effective and easier
to implement than steam injection thermal
alternatives. In addition, the risks of un-
controlled DNAPL migration and fugitive
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emissions are lower for ERH than steam e

injection alternatives. This issue is especially As the lead agency, EPA requests public comments on its Proposed Plan to
important as EPA is seeking to minimize the address DNAPL at the Montrose Superfund Site. All public comments will be
potential for contaminants moving off-site, considered, and may modify or change EPA’s decision. The comment period is
toward commercial warehouse buildings from September 8", 2014, through February 13t, 2015. There are several ways
north of the Montrose property (at the for- to provide comments:

mer Boeing Realty Corporation property),

and an active chlorine gas plant along the Postmarked Mail Received Fax

southern property boundary at Jones. no later than Feb. 13, 2015 Fax: (213) 244-1850

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ATTN: Yarissa Martinez

600 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1460

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Alternative 6B, ERH treatment of the entire
treatment area, was ranked lower because

it is more difficult to implement due to the
larger treatment volume, and because of the

ATTN: Yarissa Martinez

E-mail
Martinez.Yarissa@epa.gov

considerably higher cost of this alternative
compared to Alternative 6A. Furthermore,
the effectiveness of Alternatives 5B and
6B, which propose thermal treatment of
the entire treatment area, is expected to be similar to that of Alternative 6A with regard to
removal of mobile DNAPL. Based on the above, Alternative 6A best meets the criteria set
forth in the Superfund regulations, which can be found in the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR §300.430(f)(2).

Conclusion

Based on the information available at this time, EPA believes the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 6A) for the DNAPL OU meets the threshold criteria and provides the best bal-
ance of tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying
criteria. EPA expects that, in accordance with CERCLA §121(b), the Preferred Alternative
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Figure 8. ERH in the Focused Treatment Area

In Person at the EPA Public Meeting

would satisfy the following requirements:
protect human health and the environment,
comply with ARARs, be cost-effective, and
utilize the most appropriate, aggressive, and
superior treatment technologies to the maxi-
mum extent practicable. Because it would
treat the source materials constituting prin-
cipal threats, the remedy also would meet
the statutory preference for the selection of a
remedy that involves treatment as a princi-
pal element. A comprehensive performance
monitoring plan for the DNAPL remedy
will ensure that the remedy meets the per-
formance goals and objectives.

Community
Participation

EPA is committed to involving the public in
the decision making process for the cleanup
activities. Its Community Involvement
Program focuses on providing informa-
tion to the community about site activi-
ties, answering the community’s questions
about the cleanup effort, and incorporating
community issues and concerns into agency
decisions, especially when a cleanup remedy
is proposed.

(

To learn more about the Montrose
Superfund Site, you will find an
extensive amount of information
at EPA's Information Repositories
(see last page). One convenient
place to find select site documents
is to go to EPA’'s Web site at:
www.epa.gov/region9/montrose.

September 2014
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Montrose Superfund Site
9 E PA Los AngelesI,)California

EPA Requests Comments on Proposed

DNAPL Cleanup Plan

p
= ! Public Comment Meeting
)
Saturday, November 8, 2014, 10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 South Vermont Avenue, Torrance, California

EPA DNAPL Workshop

EPA will host a public workshop to discuss contaminants and potential health impacts,
technologies and help understand DNAPL at the Site.

Monday, October 27, 2014, 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.

Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 South Vermont Avenue, Torrance, California

Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)

AL As
wﬁl&\\ "‘ As CSIS):Q
- = TASC is a national program that provides independent technical assistance to communities. A hydrogeologist
:.; 5 has been hired to help community members express their technical concerns to EPA staff. Please contact
"’9" N Miranda Maupin mmaupin@skeo.com to learn more or attend the TASC sponsored workshop for this DNAPL
“0," yos > Proposed Plan during the public comment period (meeting to be determined).

Information Repositories

Pertinent documents related to the Montrose Superfund Site can be found at the locations below.

EPA Superfund Records Center
95 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415).536-2000

Carson Public Library

151 East Carson Street

Telephone: (310).830-0901

CDs available for check-out and

key documents available in-paper copy.

Katy Geissert Civic Center Library
3301 Torrance Boulevard
Telephone: (310) 618-5959

CDs available for check-out.










Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Congressional Briefing


U.S. EPA Region 9


March 5, 2015





Conference Call #:  1-866-299-3188


Conference Code:  415 972 1596 #





EPA Participants:


· Brent Maier, Congressional Liaison, Office of Public Affairs


· Dana Barton, Chief, Superfund California Cleanup Section


· John Lyons, Associate Director, Superfund California Cleanup Branch


· Cynthia Wetmore, Engineer, Superfund Technical Support Section


· David Yogi, Chief, Superfund Community Involvement Section


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Yolanda Sanchez, Community Involvement Coordinator, Superfund Community Involvement Section


· Steven Leonido-John, Director, Los Angeles Field Office





Agenda:


3:30:  Welcome and Introductions (Dana Barton, US EPA)


3:35:  General Site Overview (Dana Barton, US EPA)


3:40:  Overview of Vapor Intrusion Effort (David Yogi, US EPA)


3:55:  Overview of Groundwater Treatment System/pCBSA (Cynthia Wetmore, US EPA)


4:10:  Overview of DNAPL Proposed Plan (Dana Barton, US EPA)


4:25:  Questions


4:30:  Closing 








From: Maier. Brent

To: yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov; Maurice Lyles (maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov); Hamilton Cloud
(hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov); sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov

Cc: Yoai, David; Barton. Dana; Lyons, John; Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Mogharabi, Nahal; LEONIDO-
JOHN, STEVEN; Keener, Bill

Subject: Montrose/Del Amo: Additional Figures for Congressional Briefing

Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 12:04:29 PM

Attachments: Del Amo & Montrose Conaressional Briefing 3.5.2015.ppt

Dear Colleagues:

My Superfund Division colleague, David Yogi, asked me to send along the attached
PowerPoint material in advance of today’s briefing at 3:30pm. We look forward to talking

with you.
Regards,

Brent Maier

Congressional Liaison

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

Ph: 415.947.4256
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Re-injection Wells



































Upper Bellflower


Middle Bellflower “B” Sand


Middle Bellflower “C” Sand


Gage Aquifer


Lynwood Aquifer
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Torrance (Standby) 9200 ft.


Torrance (Unused) 9500 ft.


Cal Water Service 15,000 ft.


Cal Water Service 10,600 ft.














Nearest Water Supply Wells





	





Note: larger map scale





The nearest municipal supply wells are about .5 to 1 mile downgradient of the leading edge of the chlorobenzene plume in the Middle Bellflower.  However these wells are screened primarily in the Silverado aquifer.  Though some are screened in the Lynwood.
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MONTROSE TREATMENT SYSTEM


Contaminated Groundwater from Extraction Wells


Vapor Carbon Filter VOC Removal





To Outside Air











Air Stripping Most VOC Removed





Liquid 


Carbon Filter Final


VOC Treatment





Volatile Organic Compounds: Chlorobenzene, Benzene, TCE etc.


Minerals not hazardous, removed for reinjection to aquifer


Mineral Filter


Treated Water Returned to Aquifer


  HiPOx -


pCBSA Treatment








Treatment Plant   - Completed November 2014
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia

To: Cynthia Babich

Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcalobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez. Yolanda; Yoai. David;
Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells

Subject: Phase | testing.

Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:38:05 PM

Attachments: imaae003.pna

Hi Cynthia,

As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits what we
can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes only the
Phase | functional test. As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable document
to share with you. The Phase | test and results are as follows.

The Phase | test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator. The design
requires the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/| of ozone.
Previous Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L. Phase | was
designed to demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone. The ozone when mixed with hydrogen
peroxide forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.

The Phase | test was run on February 26, 2015. Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3 mg/L, the
system was not able to maintain that rate. An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved for the test.
Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:

Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)

Constituent Influent | Post-HiPOx Pos?t-Air Post-LGAC VGAC Influent Discharge

Stripper Stack
pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34) <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA

EPA does not believe the Phase | test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.

-Cynthia W.
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yodqi, David; Margand, Freya

Subject: RE: Communicating with DAAC the TASC Scope of Work for Del Amo & Montrose
Date: Friday, March 20, 2015 2:49:30 PM

Could | share this:

The work outlined in the TASC workplan includes:

1) Review and provide technical comments on the VI investigation summary report, print 50
copies for the community, and translate into Spanish;

2) Create a 4-page fact sheet for the community on the VI investigation summary report and
translate into Spanish;

3) Participate in teleconferences with EPA and the community to discuss the VI investigation
summary report; and

4) Organize and facilitate a conference call presentation and discussion of the DAAC
comments.

Yolanda

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2015 10:56 AM

To: 'Miranda Maupin'

Cc: Yogi, David; Margand, Freya

Subject: Communicating with DAAC the TASC Scope of Work for Del Amo & Montrose

Miranda, what TASC scope of work documents have been shared with DAAC? I’'m struggling with
how to communicate the current workplan regarding the Phase IV of the VI Sampling (sampling
results) and the ongoing pCBSA conversations. I’'m not sure what we have shared or what we are
allowed to share.

Please advise,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin; Yoqi, David
Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:31:03 PM

Just to follow-up with our phone conversation, Miranda. David and | agree that it’s okay for you to
send out a participant “poll” for the last two weeks in April and first two weeks in May, after
checking-in with Cynthia Babich on her schedule. Beyond that email, please do not do anymore
work on this next pCBSA meeting until receiving a TD from EPA.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 1:38 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hello Yolanda, While we are waiting for the TD, | want to be proactive on this since | will be
out of the office starting next Wednesday, April 1-8. Just to confirm, would you be ok if Ana
sent out a doodle poll for 9-12 and 1-4 for Tues, Wed and Thurs, the last 2 weeks of April,
and include the draft agenda topics | have shared with you and Cynthia? Ana can look into
meeting location options during my absence. She is relatively new, so | don't want to put her
in the position of having to do much more, but Krissy will be available if you need to do some
trouble shooting with Cynthia while 1 am out. Does this approach work for you? Then
perhaps we can meet April 9 to look at results and select a date for the next meeting?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

The table is super helpfull After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.
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Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need to
issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

o DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been serving
as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, | envision
Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical
advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of
course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

o Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both Markus
and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

o  One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions.
With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
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Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community

needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.
Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only
one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest
wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their
lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm
or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pPCBSA
agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda
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Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Cynthia Babich

Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yoai, David; Barton, Dana; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN

Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:44:09 PM

Cynthia,

Let’s definitely bring Krissy into the conversation, if you feel like that would be useful. I'll talk with

Dana next week about your request on reaching out to Angela. In the meantime, Miranda and |
found that presentation you liked so much. I've also asked Miranda to send out a participation
email/poll for the next pCBSA meeting (targeting in-person participation).

I am still planning on our Monday 10:15 AM meeting. I’'m unclear if these were the calls you were
referring to being uncomfortable with. We do need to discuss finalizing the technical directive for
TASC support of the pCBSA meeting and discuss how to scope out TASC support for the VI sampling
results work. If there are other items you would prefer to discuss, please let me know.

Miranda,
Please work with Krissy on finding a time next week to discuss. Also, please send out an email to

obtain dates for the next pCBSA meeting.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee @gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:48 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN

Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members can
participate as they care to. DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the SKEO process with
EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.

Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she could be helpful
in translating (in a digestible form) the communities needs.

Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as well.

I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue to make
decisions not in favor of our needs. | am weary of these type of calls.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560
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310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk
around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the
pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at
the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The people
would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would
protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to
wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they

would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.
If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

The table is super helpfull After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to

support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,

Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need to
issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been serving
as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, | envision

Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical
advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for

in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of
course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options.
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o Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both Markus
and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

o  One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions.
With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community
needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
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between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only
one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest
wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their
lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm
or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pPCBSA
agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:44:28 PM

It makes sense to me. Thank you, Miranda!

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:34 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Thank you for the confirmation. I think we also talked about coordinating a meeting with
Krissy, but that can billed to General if that makes sense to you.

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 27, 2015 at 4:31 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Just to follow-up with our phone conversation, Miranda. David and | agree that it’s okay for you
to send out a participant “poll” for the last two weeks in April and first two weeks in May, after
checking-in with Cynthia Babich on her schedule. Beyond that email, please do not do anymore
work on this next pCBSA meeting until receiving a TD from EPA.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 1:38 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hello Yolanda, While we are waiting for the TD, | want to be proactive on this since I will
be out of the office starting next Wednesday, April 1-8. Just to confirm, would you be ok if
Ana sent out a doodle poll for 9-12 and 1-4 for Tues, Wed and Thurs, the last 2 weeks of
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April, and include the draft agenda topics | have shared with you and Cynthia? Ana can
look into meeting location options during my absence. She is relatively new, so | don't want
to put her in the position of having to do much more, but Krissy will be available if you
need to do some trouble shooting with Cynthia while | am out. Does this approach work for
you? Then perhaps we can meet April 9 to look at results and select a date for the next
meeting?

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda,

The table is super helpfull After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think |
have (most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo
to support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need
to issue the technical directive soon (I'm thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).

e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been
serving as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore, |
envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and
technical advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not believe
Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference). Of
course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

e Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both
Markus and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.
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e One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis
discussions. With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up
technical advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI
sampling results and DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears
to be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com)]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community
needs for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would
walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball,
and at the creatures in the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the
only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the
greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain
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knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and
defend it with their lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own
roundness, could be nothing without it. If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you
let us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be
helpful to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group
topics in a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead
and be efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current
project approach includes for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30
pm or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of
pCBSA agenda topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Cynthia Babich; Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi. David; Barton, Dana

Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:37:19 PM
Miranda,

The table is super helpfull After looking at all my notes from past conversations, | think | have
(most of) what | need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.

Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review. Please respond to me or Miranda, as | need to
issue the technical directive soon (I’'m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).
e DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting. Since Jane has been
serving as the facilitator, | assume we would continue with that approach. Therefore,
| envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and
technical advisors.

e The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants. Although we can aim for
in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate. If we hold
meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
(hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person. | do not
believe Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video
conference). Of course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options.

e Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting. | know both Markus
and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far.

e One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions.
With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical
advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling
results and DNAPL technology screening).

Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
community need for technical support through TASC. But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
be the most pressing issue. We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs

Hi Miranda,

I am in a training all day tomorrow. Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.

Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.

I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details. | put it out there, community needs
for technical support. EPA will fund what it wants to.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

pemodog@shcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk
around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the
pools. People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at
the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas. The people
would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
the water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would
protect it so that it would not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to
wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they
would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.

If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.

On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful to
have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in a
series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient
with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate
each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as technical

comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project approach includes
for VI).

Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm or
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tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? | have attached the draft list of pPCBSA agenda
topics for discussion as well.

Thank you!

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: RE: DA/M pCBSA - scheduling next call
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 8:26:13 PM

Please do send out a scheduler for March 30 & 31. | hope to speak with Cynthia a little more about
the agenda. For now, let’s do what we did last time and ask others for agenda items. I'll respond
for EPA’s agenda items, soon. Then, you and Cynthia can work on finalizing an agenda.

Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 2:26 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David

Subject: DA/M pCBSA - scheduling next call

Hello Yolanda, Cynthia suggested putting out a save the date and doodle poll for March 30
and 31 for a follow up pCBSA call. I will be out of the office April 1-8, so if these dates don't
work, we may need to look at dates later in April. She also suggested focusing the call on the
anti-degradation analysis. Do you have any feed back on dates and topics before I reach out
to the group?

Thank you!

Miranda



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=473C34AE73994A4A8ACAFE6F03E0BAEB-SANCHEZ, YOLANDA

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov




From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Cynthia Babich

Cc: Barton, Dana; Yoai, David; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: RE: Five Year Review Meeting - May 4th Proposed
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 11:17:40 AM

Cynthia, I'm sorry we were unable to connect over the phone yesterday (I was tied up after 2 PM).

Thank you for coordinating May 4™ as a date for the Five-Year-Review Process meeting and being
able to accommodate an early May date.

The site team had envisioned this meeting as focused on the “Five-Year Review process” and not so
much a forum for a lengthy discussion about the groundwater treatment system, the anti-
degradation analysis, or the new State pCBSA number. As such, we had planned to host the meeting
in our LA field office (to videoconference in Cynthia Wetmore) and were already developing the
agenda. However, you have a great group of people on the email below; | want to ensure we are
envisioning the same thing!

Let’s discuss how to move forward. If there is a specific time in the afternoon that works for you, |
can be available from 1-6 PM. Of course, we can discuss at our standing meeting on Monday, too.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:02 PM

To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN,
STEVEN; Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Markus Niebanck; Gina Solomon; Frances Spivy-Weber;
robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Five Year Review Meeting - May 4th Proposed

Hi.

The best date for most of you to hear from EPA about the five year review of the Waste Pits
and the Joint Groundwater Co Mingled Plume is May 4th. | will send this information along
to EPA and they will arrange for a meeting place. We will send draft agenda out soon.
Thanks for your help and caring about our communities continued involvement.

Cynthia

Cynthia Babich

Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA 93560

310 769-4813 661 256-7144
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delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net

If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about

a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk around it, marveling at
its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the pools. People would marvel at the bumps on
it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in
the gas. The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the
water. The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would
not be hurt. The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to
gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be. People would love it, and defend it with their

lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it. If
the Earth were only a few feet in diameter

Official Disclaimer: If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
us know. If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: RE: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 10:23:58 AM

No. I'd like to stick with our 3 PM appointment.

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 8:50 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David

Subject: Fwd: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Yolanda, given that Cynthia is not ready to meet today, would you like to move our
meeting up to this morning, say 10:30?

Miranda

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>

Date: Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 8:01 PM

Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

To: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>

Cc: "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>, "Yogi, David"

<Yogi.David@epa.gov>

I am processing

I will speak to Miranda and we will send you my TASC needs as | outlined them yesterday
Will that be helpful?

Cynthia

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 24, 2015, at 10:17 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would sometime between 9 and 11am work on your end? | could
also meet at 3pm, if needed but that's less ideal. We can discuss agenda and
timing for the next pCBSA discussion.

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227
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On Tue, Mar 24, 2015 at 9:37 AM, Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

I’'m available tomorrow (3/25) from 9-11 AM, then from 1-5 PM. | suggest a quick

meeting to discuss the notes from the Feb 17t pPCBSA meeting and draft out an
agenda for the upcoming meeting. | don’t feel prepared to have a comprehensive
conversation on TASC resources, yet. We can hit the basics, like schedule.

Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:11 AM

To: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Cynthia, Yolanda confirmed that you would like to reschedule the
pCBSA meeting until later in April. I will send out a note to folks to
reschedule. Do you have a preference for which week? Also, will this be an in-
person meeting or call?

Also, shall we plan to meet tomorrow to discuss TASC resources? Does the
10:30 to noon window still work for both of you?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 20, 2015 at 9:24 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
wrote:

Hello all, I have attached some draft agenda items for consideration.

Cynthia, are you able to meet during one of the following times next week to
discuss agenda?

Tues 10-12:30
Wed 10:30-12 noon
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Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 11:57 AM, Miranda Maupin
<mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would you be available during either of the following times
to discuss agenda topics for March 30th? Anyone else you would like to
include?

Tues 10-12:30
Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin; Cynthia Babich

Cc: Yoqi, David

Subject: RE: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:37:22 AM

I'm available tomorrow (3/25) from 9-11 AM, then from 1-5 PM. | suggest a quick meeting to discuss

the notes from the Feb 17t pCBSA meeting and draft out an agenda for the upcoming meeting. |
don’t feel prepared to have a comprehensive conversation on TASC resources, yet. We can hit the
basics, like schedule.

Thank you,

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 9:11 AM

To: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Re: Meet to Discuss pCBSA Agenda for March 30

Hello Cynthia, Yolanda confirmed that you would like to reschedule the pCBSA meeting until
later in April. I will send out a note to folks to reschedule. Do you have a preference for
which week? Also, will this be an in-person meeting or call?

Also, shall we plan to meet tomorrow to discuss TASC resources? Does the 10:30 to noon
window still work for both of you?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Fri, Mar 20, 2015 at 9:24 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello all, 1 have attached some draft agenda items for consideration.

Cynthia, are you able to meet during one of the following times next week to discuss
agenda?

Tues 10-12:30

Wed 10:30-12 noon
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Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 11:57 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:

Hello Cynthia, would you be available during either of the following times to discuss
agenda topics for March 30th? Anyone else you would like to include?

Tues 10-12:30
Wed 10:30-12 noon

Thank you!

Miranda
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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia

Subject: RE: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:57:00 AM
Thank you!

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:54 AM

To: Yogi, David

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia

Subject: RE: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt

Here are the four remaining slides.

Cynthia, with the markers, it looks like this:
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From: Yogi, David

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:16 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Fwd: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

& Re-injection
Wells
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From: "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>
Date: March 5, 2015 at 8:32:46 AM PST

To: "Yogi, David" <Yogi.David@epa.gov>

Subject: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoqi, David

Cc: Wetmore, Cynthia

Subject: RE: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt

Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:54:31 AM

Attachments: Del Amo & Montrose Congressional Briefing 3.5.2015.ppt

Here are the four remaining slides.

Cynthia, with the markers, it looks like this:
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From: Yogi, David

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:16 AM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: Fwd: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>
Date: March 5, 2015 at 8:32:46 AM PST

To: "Yogi, David" <Yogi.David@epa.gov>
Subject: Montrose Dec 9 2014 pCBSA Briefing.ppt
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Re-injection Wells



































Upper Bellflower


Middle Bellflower “B” Sand


Middle Bellflower “C” Sand


Gage Aquifer


Lynwood Aquifer
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Torrance (Standby) 9200 ft.


Torrance (Unused) 9500 ft.


Cal Water Service 15,000 ft.


Cal Water Service 10,600 ft.














Nearest Water Supply Wells





	





Note: larger map scale





The nearest municipal supply wells are about .5 to 1 mile downgradient of the leading edge of the chlorobenzene plume in the Middle Bellflower.  However these wells are screened primarily in the Silverado aquifer.  Though some are screened in the Lynwood.
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MONTROSE TREATMENT SYSTEM


Contaminated Groundwater from Extraction Wells


Vapor Carbon Filter VOC Removal





To Outside Air











Air Stripping Most VOC Removed





Liquid 


Carbon Filter Final


VOC Treatment





Volatile Organic Compounds: Chlorobenzene, Benzene, TCE etc.


Minerals not hazardous, removed for reinjection to aquifer


Mineral Filter


Treated Water Returned to Aquifer


  HiPOx -


pCBSA Treatment








Treatment Plant   - Completed November 2014
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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez. Yolanda
Subject: RE: News Update: EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels (InsideEPA)
Date: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:37:00 PM

Yes, this is interesting. | know this site has received a lot of attention recently, and we should
remember to bring this to bear in our team discussions. Thanks for sharing.

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 4:17 PM

To: Yogi, David

Subject: FW: News Update: EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels
(InsideEPA)

FYI... Note, the similarities with pCBSA and Del Amo/Montrose, except here, DTSC actually
promulgated a health standard.

From: Bland, Naseera

Sent: Monday, March 09, 2015 4:39 AM

Subject: News Update: EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels
(InsideEPA)

Daily News
EPA, State Raise New Concerns In Dispute Over Air Force Cleanup Levels

Posted: March 05, 2015

In a high-level dispute over which perchloroethylene (perc) toxicity levels should govern
cleanup at an Air Force base in California, EPA and state regulators have added a new
element to their arguments, contending the military's position would require a fundamental
remedy revision that warrants a full public vetting.

The Air Force counters that the regulators, under the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) that
governs the cleanup, cannot introduce new arguments at this stage of the dispute and is
reiterating its rejection of a proposed compromise suggested by California regulators last
November. The compromise would have averaged the two disparate toxicity values at the
center of the argument, and labeled the new number a "site-specific toxicity value.”

In addition, California environmental and citizen groups expect to soon sign on to a letter in

support of the state's more stringent standard, one environmental source says.

At issue is the interpretation of EPA guidance on how to set cleanup levels when federal
and state toxicity values differ. The dispute, which was invoked last August, escalated to a
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higher level in January. Eventually, EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy may have to weigh
in on the issue.The Air Force argues the guidance requires the use of so-called Tier |
values -- EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) criteria -- to always be applied
when available.

But the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and EPA Region 9
maintain that where a chemical has multiple toxicity criteria considered scientifically valid
and current, "the most health-protective criteria should be applied for risk screening, risk
assessments, and selecting cleanup levels," DTSC says in a formal dispute statement
issued last August. In this case, the more stringent criteria are California’'s perc toxicity
criteria. And, EPA Region 9 in a Feb. 4 document says the agency's guidance documents
give the region flexibility to follow a longstanding protocol to apply California's perc toxicity
criteria in the state.

The toxicity values in dispute for the dry cleaning solvent that is a common contaminant at
hazardous waste sites would inform groundwater vapor compliance levels at Edwards Air
Force Base.

And DTSC has contended that applying EPA, rather than state, toxicity values would
produce a "marked change" for determining the boundaries where vapor intrusion
mitigation would be required at the site for perc. These boundaries are a land use control.
The Air Force says EPA's 2012 IRIS number is about 23 times less stringent than the
state's toxicity value. Therefore, the groundwater vapor compliance levels and vapor
intrusion control boundary are 23 times "overly conservative and overly protective," the
service says in a description of its position. It contends the cleanup plan at the site needs
to be modified in order to match EPA guidance and the new IRIS value -- so as not to
overstate risk and impacts -- and to prevent wasting scarce cleanup dollars and
unnecessarily limiting further development of the site.

It contends in its latest document that DTSC must show that peer reviewers have found the
state value to be "more recent, more relevant, and more credible than the 2012 IRIS
value," but says so far DTSC has not been able to demonstrate that.

Toxicity Value
Regulators have contended that altering the perc toxicity value from the state level to EPA's

would set precedent in California. The two have a 20-year agreement in place to apply the
toxicity value that is more stringent, when comparing numbers developed by the state and
EPA, for pollutants being cleaned up in the state.

According to DTSC in a Feb. 4 supplemental statement of the dispute, the new issue of

dispute is whether the service's proposed decision to alter the toxicity value it wants to use
at the site is a "fundamental” change to the remedy, rather than a significant change, and
therefore requires an amendment to the Record of Decision (ROD), rather than the Air
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Force's proposed Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD).

A ROD amendment would trigger public participation requirements, as well as require a
new analysis of nine remedy criteria weighing environmental protection and compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements -- often state standards -- among
other criteria, and require issuance of a revised proposed plan, according to EPA. A new
nine criteria analysis is not required for ESDs, nor are additional public comment
opportunities, according to EPA.

This issue arose during discussions among the parties over the past few months. EPA
Region 9 maintains in its Feb. 4 document that the less stringent toxicity value the Air
Force is advocating for in its proposed ESD is actually "a fundamental change to the
remedy that warrants full disclosure to the public through the ROD Amendment process."

The region notes that any dispute over a remedy selection between EPA and the Air Force
-- if unresolved -- would eventually be decided by the EPA administrator. Should that result
in a less stringent value than currently exists, Region 9 will not support making such a
change through an ESD, the region says in the document.

"The proposed change to a less stringent toxicity value will require advance public
disclosure, a public meeting and comment period where the public can ask questions, and
be given an opportunity to comment on the proposed change,” EPA says. "This is
particularly true where selecting the less stringent value would mark a fundamental
departure from twenty years of EPA's practice in selecting toxicity values in the State of
California."

EPA says no "bright line" exists "as to what constitutes a significant change versus a
fundamental change to the remedy. However, EPA Region 9 believes that since the
planned change to the toxicity value would be less stringent and thereby result in a smaller
vapor intrusion compliance boundary, in its judgment, this change, if it were to be adopted,
would need to be made through a ROD Amendment,” EPA says.

The public disclosure process and nine criteria evaluation triggered with a ROD
amendment would allow the regulators to determine if the community has a strong
preference regarding the perc toxicity value and related vapor intrusion compliance
boundary, the agency adds.

ROD Amendment

On this issue, the Air Force in its Feb. 4 memo argues that regulators raised the ROD
amendment issue for the first time in November, long after the deadline for disputing the
draft ESD, which the Air Force submitted to the other parties last May. The Air Force points
to a clause in the FFA that requires a written statement of dispute be made within 30 days
after receipt of a draft final primary document.

The Air Force also argues that its proposed toxicity value change does not fundamentally
alter the remedy approach, scope or remedial goals of the vapor intrusion remedy, and
says its proposal would still meet the same cancer risk protection level of 1x10"-6.

EPA in its Feb. 4 document, however, says it is "not aware of any restriction on when EPA
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can bring forward arguments during a dispute resolution process that has been initiated in
accordance with the FFA."

DTSC in its supplemental statement also says it was agreed by the parties to add the ROD
amendment issue to the dispute as the dispute was elevated to the next level.

The Air Force in its Feb. 4 memo also reiterates that it is rejecting the DTSC proposal made
last November to average Tier 1 and Tier 3 toxicity values. "The Air Force simply cannot
transparently and scientifically find any justification for this mathematical average given the
comparative currency, credibility and relevance of the EPA IRIS 2012 reassessment and
accompanying peer review," the memo says.

But DTSC in the supplemental statement says the Dispute Resolution Committee had
directed the parties to develop a compromise perc level. Subsequently on a Nov. 26
teleconference, DTSC proposed a compromise level, but that was rejected by the Air

Force, DTSC says. -- Suzanne Yohannan (syohannan@iwpnews.com)

Naseera H. Bland

Science Communications Contractor

National Center for Environmental Assessment
Office of Research and Development | U.S. EPA
0:703.347.0402

C:301.996.9574
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Miranda Maupin

Cc: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yoqi, David

Subject: RE: TASC Del Amo & Montrose Superfund site support
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:59:30 PM
Attachments: TD R9 #19 Del Amo Montrose.docx

TD R9 #19rev Del Amo Montrose.docx

THANK YOU!! Any clue about these TD #19s7?

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 2:57 PM

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Yogi, David

Subject: Re: TASC Del Amo & Montrose Superfund site support

Hello Yolanda, here is a quick list of the TDs that have been issued in the last year to
reference during our upcoming call - I can organize into a table later if that would be helpful.
they are also referenced in the attached scope status (note budget numbers are approximate!)

TD#8: to support DNAPL PP, VI Investigation, community meetings, and general
coordination (DNAPL complete, VI still ongoing)

TD#14: to support July 12, 2014 community meeting (complete)

TD# 15: to translate TASC 2013 groundwater report (complete)

TD#18 (and TD#18rev): to support Dec 15 and Jan 9 pCBSA meetings (complete, but need
revision to support Feb 17 call and current work)

Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com

434-975-6700 x227

On Wed, Mar 25, 2015 at 2:23 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:

Miranda, can you provide me a list (or a table) of TDs under TO#1 that relate to supporting
the Del Amo & Montrose Superfund sites? 1’m going through my files and have become
very confused. I’m sorry if you already have and 1’ve missed it!!

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, Ms, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #19 Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Yarissa Martinez                 Phone: 213-244-1806


CIC:   Alejandro Diaz                     Phone: 415-972-3242     


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  Technical advisor/expert participation is needed at the pCBSA meeting currently scheduled for January 6, 2015 in Los Angeles, CA.  EPA expects this the meeting will last all day and include a morning meeting, a site tour, a community tour and a wrap up meeting after the tour. Following is the support needed from the technical advisor/expert:





a. Communicating/coordinating with community prior to pCBSA meeting to go over meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities.


b. Participating in pCBSA meeting with CA EPA and US EPA in order to be able to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of the location and agenda. 


c. Participate in neighborhood tour and walk-through of groundwater treatment plant between the morning and afternoon pCBSA meetings with the State of California and EPA (see item 1b [above] for more information).


d. Debriefing community on the meeting discussion following pCBSA meeting.





In-person attendance at the pCBSA meeting and the EPA/community group meeting is expected.








			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meeting (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability.


2. Project approach for support under this TD: via e-mail within two days of scoping meeting.


3. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


4. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after January 6, 2015, meeting.


5. pCBSA meeting summary notes: draft within five days; final upon EPA approval.


6. Meeting participation: in-person, January 6, 2014. 


7. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature: Freya Margand                      Date:   12-18-2014                                                         


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File














image1.wmf







[bookmark: _GoBack]





			[image: ]                         Environmental Protection Agency                                                     Contract No.:   EP-W-13-015


                         Office of Superfund Remediation & Technology Innovation         Contractor:   Skeo Solutions Inc.               


                                                                                                                       TO No.:1 OSRTI – Mutli Regions & HQ








TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #19revised Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Yarissa Martinez                 Phone: 213-244-1806


CIC:   Alejandro Diaz                     Phone: 415-972-3242     


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Revision to original directive:


This directive replaces directive R9 #19 Del Amo Montrose. The revised directive adds securing a meeting space to the support under the original directive (see red text below).  All other support activities under the original directive remain the same.  





Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  Technical advisor/expert participation is needed at the pCBSA meeting currently scheduled for January 6, 2015 in Los Angeles, CA.  EPA expects this the meeting will last all day and include a morning meeting, a site tour, a community tour and a wrap up meeting after the tour. Following is the support needed from the technical advisor/expert:





a. Communicating/coordinating with community prior to pCBSA meeting to go over meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities.


b. Identifying and obtaining/procuring meeting space.  Meeting space should: be within reasonable proximity to community and site; accommodate 25 people; be available from 9:00 am to 6:00 pm PT; and be arranged in a manner that facilitates dialogue among participants. AV equipment is not needed.


c. Participating in pCBSA meeting with CA EPA and US EPA in order to be able to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of the location and agenda. 


d. Participate in neighborhood tour and walk-through of groundwater treatment plant between the morning and afternoon pCBSA meetings with the State of California and EPA (see item 1b [above] for more information).


e. Debriefing community on the meeting discussion following pCBSA meeting.





In-person attendance at the pCBSA meeting and the EPA/community group meeting is expected.








			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meeting (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability.


2. Project approach for support under this TD: via e-mail within two days of scoping meeting.


3. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


4. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after January 6, 2015, meeting.


5. Meeting space: needed January 6, 2014 (unless otherwise notified).  


6. pCBSA meeting summary notes: draft within five days; final upon EPA approval.


7. Meeting participation: in-person, January 6, 2014. 


8. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature: Freya Margand                      Date:   12-18-2014                                                         


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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From: Yoai, David

To: Sanchez, Yolanda

Subject: RE: TD #19.1 Del Amo Montrose (pCBSA webinar)
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:44:00 PM

Ah. Thanks.

From: Sanchez, Yolanda

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:58 PM

To: Yogi, David

Subject: FW: TD #19.1 Del Amo Montrose (pCBSA webinar)

FYI

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 11:51 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael; Jones, Percy
Subject: TD #19.1 Del Amo Montrose (pCBSA webinar)

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

In speaking with Yolanda | realized that because | didn’t use my standard format for the pCBSA
webinar directive, | failed to give the e-mail directive a number.

So as to not lose track of the e-mail based directive, I've saved it as a file and have numbered it as
“TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose.” Also in addition to the technical formatting problems, in my haste |
forgot to cc Michael, Percy and Crystal (now cc’d). So, now everyone should be in the loop and the
project is “officially” numbered.

Thanks, Freya

Freya Margand

U.S. EPA

OSWER/OSRTI

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)
Washington DC 20460

(703) 603-8889
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From: Margand. Freya

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yodqi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:05:38 AM

I should have also added that since the attached directive covers the May 4t meeting there isn’t a
need for an additional directive. Further clarifications can be handled through e-mails/planning
calls.

Thanks, Freya

From: Margand, Freya

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 12:02 PM

To: 'Miranda Maupin'; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD RO #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 41 five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the

May 4t meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227
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From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda

To: Yoai, David
Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review
Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:55:48 PM

David, the project approach looks good. Please confirm with Freya that you agree.

| called Miranda to confirm that the hours for Dr. Wells and Markus to participate in EPA-led in-
person meeting include time to coordinate with DAAC before and after the meeting. | did
dramatically under-estimate the hours in the TD for this activity (1a) as well as participating in a
possible follow-up remote meeting (2a). SORRY! | do think the Skeo estimated hours for these
activities are a little high; but, nothing to push back on.

Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880

“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.” - Arthur Ashe

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 4:07 PM

To: Margand, Freya; Conley, Tina; Sanchez, Yolanda

Cc: Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Ana Vargas; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hello Yolanda and Freya, | have attached a draft project approach. Please let us know if
you have any comments or approve. Since the meeting is this Monday, we would like to
proceed with reserving the room, setting up a prep call with DAAC and the TAs, and
authorizing the TA to book a flight, once the project approach is approved.

thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 9:02 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina
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Subject: RE: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Since there are a number of elements to this project, I'd like to see the full technical approach.

Also, just to clarify —the EPA’s May 41 five year review meeting with an expanded agenda that
includes a pCBSA discussion is the meeting in the directive (I wasn’t certain until speaking with
Yolanda this morning). EPA will need Skeo to procure a meeting space (per the directive) for the
May 4t meeting. Since this is an EPA meeting, we are thinking that we will only need the technical
advisors to participate. Yolanda will be providing more clarifications.

Thanks, Freya

From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 11:32 AM

To: Margand, Freya; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: Re: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Thank you Freya, we have received the technical directive. Would you like to see a full project
approach, or a cost estimate at this time?

Thank you!
Miranda

Miranda Maupin
Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com
434-975-6700 x227

From: Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 5:52 AM

To: Miranda Maupin; Krissy Russell-Hedstrom

Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Cooper, Viola; Conley, Tina; Gatson, Crystal; Barton, Michael
Subject: TO #1; TD R9 #21 Del Amo Montrose Five Yr Review

Hi Miranda and Krissy.

Attached is a directive covering support related to the Five Year Review for the Del Amo and
Montrose Superfund sites.

This e-mail also serves as notice that EPA is planning a Five Year Review meeting with the Del Amo
and Montrose community for May 4, 2015. The agenda for the meeting will be expanded to include
a discussion of pCBSA issues related to the sites. EPA will need the technical advisors that have
participated in previous pCBSA meetings to attend this meeting to participate in this discussion.
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Currently, EPA does not require a note-taker for this meeting. A directive with additional

information is forthcoming. However, given May 4t s rapidly approaching, the technical advisors
should begin to make travel plans in order to attend this meeting.

David Yogi is the task order monitor for this project and Yolanda Sanchez is the technical lead.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding the attached directive or this e-mail directive
for technical advisors to make travel arrangements in advance of receipt of additional details.

Thanks, Freya
Freya Margand

Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)

Washington DC 20460

Phone: 703-603-8889
email: margand.freya@epa.gov
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